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Current Topics. 


Saturday Sittings. 

It witt be observed, from the Trinity Sittings Paper, that 
out of the six judges of the Chancery Division five will not, 
sit on Saturdays, but will sit half-an-hour longer on each of 
the other working days. Mr. Justice Joyce, the dissentient 
judge, arranges his business oft alternate Saturdays so as to 
give rise to as little inconvenience as possible, by taking the 
Liverpool and Manchester business on those days; but we 
venture to think it would be more convenient if all the six 
judges followed the same practice, 


The Cause Lists. 

THe AppraL list shews a considerable increase on the 
aggregate number of appeals in the list at the commencement of 
the Easter Sittings. There were then 160 appeals, including 
ten Workmen’s Compensation cases, while the courts begin the 
Trinity Sittings with 217 appeals, including no fewer than 
thirty-one Workmen’s Compensation cases. The increase is mainly 
in these cases and in King’s Bench Appeals, which have increased 
from 96 to 117. A year ago there were 182 appeals of all kinds. 
The Chancery Cause Lists (as we remarked at the beginning of 
the Easter Sittings) remain singularly constant. There were then 
314 causes and matters and thirty-six Companies (winding-up) 
matters ; and there are now 316 causes and matters and forty- 
five Companies (winding-up) matters. There were 301 causes 
and matters a year ago. ‘The King’s Bench lists are reduced 
from the number at the commencement of the Easter Sittings. 
There were then 694 causes, and there are now 578; but the 
number of actions for trial has only been lessened from 412 at 
Easter to 380 at Trinity. The lists of the Probate, &., Division 
shew an increase—from 448 at Easter to 464 now. 
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The Land Registrar’s Memorandum. 

WE PRINT elsewhere the memorandum issued by the Registrar 
of the Land Registry, to which we shortly referred iast week. It 
is an ingenious attempt to put before the public the merits of 
registration of title unaccompanied by any mention of the defects 
to which the recent Royal Commission on Land Transfer called 
“The system,” they reported, ‘as it stands is, in om 
and we cannot recommer d the compulsory 
If the system is tco imperfect 


attention. 
judgment, imperfect ; 
extension of an imperfect system.” 
for the Commission to recommend any further applic ation of com- 
pulsion, it is, perhaps, not surprising that its progress as a voluntary 
system has not satisfied the aspirations of the registrar and his 
staff. Thirty-seven years the system bas been before the public 
and but for the compulsion applied in London it would tave 
made practically no progress whatever. In London, no doubt, 
it has made progress, and the difficu!ties of dealing with property 
been correspondir ely increased, Under these circum 
stances we should have thought it was hardly worth while to 
attempt to the rate of advertisemer t 
Landowners in the country have abundantly shewn that they do 
not want the system. Landowners in London cannot help them 
selves, and have to put up with it. Still, this is the age of 
advertising, and, where so many succeed, why should not the 
Land Registry Office make the attempt ! 


have 


incr case progress by 


' 


The Fallacy of Registration. 

THE opsecr of registrar, as stated in 
paragraph, is no dcubt natural. He desires to draw atten 
tion to “the great facilities afforded by the Land Transfer 
Acts for the removal of cost, delay, and inconvenience on 
dealings with land.” But this, of course, begs the question. It 
assumes that private conveyancing is always expensive, dilatory, 
and troublesome, while transfer on the register is cheap, speedy, 
Given a simple case, transfer on tho register may 


the his opening 


and easy. 
have these advantages. 
while in point of convenience all the advantage is on the side of the 
latter. The owner bas his deeds, and he is not bound to attend 
at a public office when he wants to deal with his land. But all 
cases are not simple. If they were, it would n necessary 
to have a set of some 350 rules to regulate the system of 
registration, And -if complications produce difficulties in 
private conveyancing, they equally produce difficulties on 
the register. ‘The fallacy in the present memorandum, and 
generally in the arguments in favour of registration of title, 
lies in overlooking this fact. When land is 
are told, “the title is always kept perfect! 

and (like the title to stock) ready for the market at a 

notice.” But surely the re has forgotten what 
certificates of title, with their copies of entries in the registers, 
look like after there have been a few chang: 3 of title. A 
examination of the red ink alterations and of the 
reference numbers will no doubt enable a lawyer to discover what 
is the ; condition of the title, but toanvone € Ilse the \ 
are simply bewildering; and this remark applies to cases where 
the title is quite simple. When, however, it is necessary to deal 
with a title depending on settlements, or on any other matters 
not within the ordinary routine of conveyancing, the interposition 
of the registry is simply an additional complication. Registration 
will, perbaps, have a better chance after the law of real property 
has been further simplified, but at present considerations of prac- 


But so, too, has private conveyancing, 
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once registered, we 
cieal and up-to-date ; 


" nent 
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gistrar his own 


close 


numerous 


* up-to-date 


tical convenience are against it, and the registrar’s memorandum | 


cannot get over this fact by simply ignoring the difficulties. 
The Need of Additional Judges. 

Trinity Term bas commenced, and the groaning lists display 
once more the heaviness of the burden which falls on the judges 
of the King’s Bench Division. Common Jury lists, Commercial 
lists and Special Jury lists are full ; there are arrears of Crown 
paper and Civil paper to be disposed of by the Divisional 
Court; and it is slowly becoming clear that the old state of 
delay is coming back upon the common law litigant. 
appointment of two additional judges in the autumn of 1910 


The 
| account of the proceedings, which appeared in the Times of the 


understood that Lord ALVERSTONE has represented to the Lord 
Chancellor the necessity for the appointment of additional judges, 
and it is to be hoped that Lord LorEBuRN will see his way to 
securing the assent of Parliament to the filling-up of the vacancies, 
The opposition to this course, we believe, arises from two 


distinct sources. In the first place, a section of the 
Cabinet is popularly credited with a keen interest jin 
legal reform, but coupled with a belief that’ such reform 


can best take the shape of increasing the jurisdiction at 
present exercised by county court judges. There are many 
able and experienced lawyers in the present Cabinet ; but none 
of them has so far revealed to the legal world what he 
thinks upon this aspect of the question. We doubt, however, 
whether this revolutionary view of legal reform has much sup 
port amongst lawyers, whether in the Cabinet or out of it ; and 
we fancy that the law-officers of the Crown are not likely to lend 
their influence to an attack upon the dignity and usefulness of 
the High Court. The other line of opposition comes from certain 
advanced politicians, and “labour” members, in the House of 
Commons, who distrust the judiciary, dislike the legal profession, 
and are prepared to disbelieve anything which is said by either 
judges or barristers. In the-words of Mr. H. G. WELLS, lawyers 
are at present rather “suspect ” in the world of advanced demo 
cracy ; they cannot be induced to lightly condone that form of 
intimidation which is too often practised under the name of 
‘peaceful persuasion.” But this sentiment ought not to succeed 
in preventing the appointment of additional judges when the 
necessity for filling up the vacancies has been so clearly demon 
strated as is at present the case. 


The Evils of an Undermanned Bench. 


Ir is so easy to overlook the manifold evils which arise from 
keeping the King’s Bench permanently undermanned, that we 
think it desirable to briefly enumerate them once more. In the 
first place, the paucity of judges in London itself, while the work 
of Assizes is on, renders it almost impossible to know when a 
common jury or special jury case is coming on. Such cases await 
trial term after term; when at last they come on, the memory 
of the witnesses has dimmed as to the facts, and their imagina- 
tion has had ample time to rove around them; the result 
is that the examination-in-chief becomes a wearisome attempt 


| to remind witnesses of facts they have half-fergotten, and c1oss- 





examination an exasperating struggle with a story which bears 
evident traces of havirg undergone embellishment and improye- 


ment. Nor is this the only evil; judges, conscious of a heavy 
list of untried cases, do their best to hurry up each case 
before them; this does not add either to the dignity of the 


bench nor to the comfort of counsel, and it certainly does not 
promote the ends of justice. In the second place, there is 
certain work which inevitably gets scamped as the result of this 
campaign of forced hustle by the bench. The Criminal Appeal 
list has to get cleared off at any cost; the result is that the 
thoroughness with which any appeal is examined varies with its 
place in the list—an appellant’s chances increase when he is first 
in the list, and diminish when he is last. Something of the same 
kind applies to the Crown paper and the Civil paper ; they have to 
be got through and disposed of as rapidly as possible ; and the 
results are not satisfactory. Lastly, a serious difficulty is thrown 
in the way of extending the amount of civil business done on 
circuit. To do so means keeping judges away from J.ondon, and 
evory judge on circuit is tempted to get back as soon as possible 
in order to prevent the accumulation of heart-breaking arrears In 
the lists. ‘The long and short of the matter is that the High 
Court is at present upon its trial before the bar of pubiic opinion, 
and it is denied a fair trial, because it is forced to do its work 
under an impossible pressure. 


| The International Law Conference. 


cleared off arrears, but the loss of two jadges which has befallen | 


1 vale 


us since then is evidently going to restore all the old evi 





THE CONFERENCE of the International Law Association, which 
was held in Paris from the 27th of May to the Ist of June, 
appears to have been legally and socially very successful. The 


6th inst., records the private hospitality, including receptions by 


It is | Maitre and Madame CLUNET and Maitre and Madame LABORI, 











- Oh eee. em de ee oe * eee 


ano oaL.fm ee aS S| Ss Sos hue 


i) 


a ma 


as: 
all 
on 
80] 
do 











Qr2, 
== 
the Lord 
| judges, 
way to 
acancies, 
om two 
of the 
rest in 
rt form 
tion at 
e@ many 
ut none 
vhat he 
however, 
uch sup 
it : and 
y to lend 
ulness of 
n certain 
louse of 
ofession, 
ry either 
lawyers 
dd demo 
form of 
name of 
succeed 
hen the 
- demon- 


ise from 
that we 
In the 
he work 
when a 
es await 
memory 
imagina- 
- result 
attempt 
id er oss- 
sh bears 
mproye- 
» heavy 
ch ease 
- of the 
loes not 
there is 
t of this 
Appeal 
hat the 
with its 
is first 
he sam 
have to 
ind the 
thrown 
lone on 
lon, and 
possible 
rears In 
e High 
opinion, 
ts work 


. which 
f June, 
). The 
: of the 
ions by 
| .ABORI, 





June 8, 1912. 
tll 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





[Vol. 56.] 563_ 

















and the publie recognition with which the association was received, 
and the subjects of discussion covered a wide field. The English 
members who were present included Lord Justice KENNEDY, 
Mr. Justice DARLING, and Mr. Justice PHILLIMORE, and also 
Sir THoMAS Barcvay and Sir Joun Gray Hitt. The principle 
of international arbitration naturally commends itself to the 
associatiop, and Dr. EvANs DaArsy, the secretary of the London 
Peace Society, presented a statement of the progress of the 
principle since the last meeting. Unfortunately, it has been 
somewhat checked by the action of the United States Senate, 
but that action, we take it, was not directed so much against 
arbitration as a principle, as against any interference with the 
constitutional privileges of the Senate itself. The law of the 
sir was discussed with a view to future developments of aerial 
navigation ; but a motion to declare the principle of aer liirum, 
subject to the rights of each nation to take self protective 
measures, did not, says the 7%imes report, obtain acceptance. Our 
own theory of ownership extending ad coclum did not look forward 
to men invading the domain of the birds, and it is not easy 
tosay what theory is to supplant it. Questions of maritime 
law are specially appropriate for international treatment, and 
consideration was given to general average, hills of lading and 
deck cargoes. On the subject of general average a summary 
of the laws in force in the chief maritime countries was pre- 
sented by Mr. H. ©. Dowpatt, of Liverpool, on behalf of a 
committee appointed under a resolution of the London Con- 
ference in 1910, and the Conference approved a proposal made 
by Lord Justice KENNEDY, the chairman of the committee, that 
ihe committee should be enlarged by the addition of general 
average adjusters and other representatives of the commercial 
interests concerned, and should take in hand the preparation 
of a projet de loi unifying the varioussystems. A proposal that 
a standard form of bill of lading should be established by 
agreement between shipowners and shippers was referred to a 
committee for further consideration. A committee was also 
appointed to collect the laws of various countries as to evi- 
dence and procedure. The Association is doing usoful work 
in preparing the way for uniformity of laws in matters where 
diversity is likely to produce conflict of interests. 


Damages for Breach of an Executory Contract. 


IT 1s not very easy to discover the exact principle upon | 
which Justices PHILLIMORE and Bray proceeded in deciding the | 


recent case of International Correspondence Schools (Limited) v. 
Ayres (28 T. L. BR. 408). The plaintiits carried on a system of 
tuition by correspondence, and the defendant had entered into 
a contract with them to receive at their hands a course of such 
tuition. The terms of the contract were that the fee paid by the 
pupil was to cover all instraction required by him to qualify 


for adiploma, provided he completed the course in five years ; | 


and that the pupil should pay a fee of £14 10s. in monthly 
instalments of 10s. each, and an initial deposit of 10s. After 
paying the initial deposit and one monthly instalment, the pupil 


declined to receive further tuition; it may be taken that he | 


was not justified in so doing, and that his action amounted to 
a repudiation of the contract. That being the state of facts, 
the plaintiffs might at once have treatcd the contract as at 
an end, since the defendant bad repudiated it, and 
sued him for damages: Cort v. Amberyate Railway Co. (AT Q. B. 
127). But had they done so, the contract broken would have 
been merely e.cecutory on both sides, and hence only unliquidated 
damages could have been recovered—i.c., such damages as they 
could prove that they had actually sustained by the breach as 
assessed by a jury. This is the old common law rule in the case of 
all contracts of assumpsit as opposed to debt ; and contracts of debt 
only arise in the case of the eight old common counts (i.¢., goods 
sold and delivered, goods bargained and sold, work and labour 
done, money lent, bill of exchange, account stated, money had 
and received, money paid at request of defendant). All these are 
cases of “executed considerations” ; i.¢., the plaintiff has given the 
consideration for which he sues /jore the date of the breach by the 
defendant. Wad the plaintiffs, then, accepted the defendant’s re 
pudiation at the date he made it, they could have recovered only 
such damages asa jury might give them. They accordingly waited 


till several instalments had fallen due, tendering their services 
to the defendant, and finding them refused. Then they sued 
in debt for the instalments due. Their object evidently was to 
turn the executory consideration into an executed consideration 
by the tender of their services ; in the case of an executed consider- 
ation there is some authority for believing that an action in debt 
forthe sum promised, and not a mere claim for unliqu dated 
damages, will lie (see the cases collected and discussed in Bullen 
and Leake, third edition, under heading “ Debt” and “ Indebit- 
atus Counts”). ‘This view prevailed with the county court judge, 
and also with the Divisional Court ; but we submit, with 
deference, that it is wrong. The repudiation of his contract 
by the defendant put an immediate end to it, and after that 
date no continued tender of services by the plaintiffs could 
keep it alive. Indeed, the fact that the agreement provided 
for an initial deposit of 10s, would seem to imply that the 
forfeiture of that sum was intended by the parties to be the 
liquidated damages, in case the contract was repudiated by the 
defendant. 





The Protection of Monuments and Art Treasures. 


AN INTERESTING article on recent legislation in various 
|countries for the protection of monuments and artistic treasures 
is contributed to the current number of the Journal of the 
Society of ‘omparative Le gislation by Professor G. BALDWIN 
Brown. In this country all that bas been done is to facilitate 
| the preservation of certain ancient monuments, and Professor 
Brown observes that even our purely permissive Ancient Monu 
ments Act of 1882 was resisted to the last by the late Lord SAtts- 
BURY and others as an invasion of the rights of property. Opinions 
change on such subjects, and there is probably more disposition 
now than formerly for the State to intervene in the interest of 
the community generally. But if our own Legislature has at 
| present done little in this direction, many Continental countries 
| have taken the matter in hand, and have either actually passed, 
or bave prepared, schemes of legislation to preserve both 
immoveable and moveable things of national interest and value. 
The French law on the subject was passed in April, 1906, and 
in 1910, Professor BROWN says, protection had been given under 
its provisions to eighty-one natural monuments, comprising lakes, 
|islands, ravines, caves, waterfalis and rocks; parks, gardens, 
groves and single trees; earthworks, Roman camps, and 
picturesque ruins. This does not extend to objects of art, but 
a project is before the Chamber enabling the proprietor of such 
an object to have it scheduled, and thereby to impose on the State 
responsibility for its proper care, including necessary expenditure ; 
while, on the other hand, he weuld be bound not to deal with it 
in any way or take it out of the country without due notice. But 
this would be merely permissive. If the proprietor refused to 
have his treasure scheduled the projected law would not place any 
compulsion upon him. In Italy there has long been legislation 
of a drastic nature to prevent the exportation of works of art. An 
| edict of 1802 punished the breach of the then current regulations 
| by five years at the galleys. The present law was passed in 





| 1999, and besides dealing with immoveable and moveable objects 
of historic, archeological, ani artistic interest belonging to 
public bodies, it places severe restraints upon private owners. 
No sale or alienation is permitted without notification to the 
Government, and if any contract of sale has been made, the 
Government can purchase at the contract price. Where the 
removal of an object would cause a serious loss for history, 
archeology or art, its exportation is forbidden, and no work of 
| art can be exported until the authorities have decided whether 
'it comes under this category. Other countries may not have 
gone so far, but, there is general activity in securing legislation 
of a similar nature. Professor BROWN points out that there is 
a great difference between protecting objects which bave sprung 
| from ths native genius of a country, and protecting those which 
| have merely come into a country by purchase. The latter he 
| refers to as accidental possessions, and does not claim protection 
for them. But as to the former, he suggests that the Govern- 
| ment should have the right of pre-emption which appears to be 
largely recognized on the Continent, and his suggestion is 
worthy of serious consideration. 
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The Liability of Cat Owners. 
As WE have more than once pointed out in these columns, 
there has been of late years a greatly increased tendency on the 


part of injured persons to bring actions for negligence against | 


owners of property which in some way is connected with the 
accident--a state of affairs whieh is dae partly to the ready 
sympathy of juries and partly to much-criticized decisions cf the 
House of Lords, which have opened the door to novel applications 
of the doctrines of “nuisance” and “dangerous thing.” The 
modern tendency to make a man pay compensation where, 
through no fault of his own, some chattel of his bas injured 
another, would appear to be the present-day equivalent of the 
primitive doctrine of ‘“deodands”—-by which the innocent 
owner of a tree or other piece of property through which 
anyone met with his death had to forfeit it to the Crown 
or lord of the manor as the case might be. Henry V. 
actually returned a regative answer to a _ petition of 
Parliament which desired him to forego his royal right to 
seize boats upon navigable rivers out of which a person 
had fallen and been drowned! Absurd as was this ancient 


doctrine, it is not much more perverse that the decision of a | 
county court judge in the case of Clin‘on v. Lyons & Co. (Times, | 


May 24tb) ; which happily a Divisional Gourt reversed. A lady 
went into one of the defendant company’s well-known tea-rooms 
and ordered tea; she took with her a pet dog, notwithstanding a 
notice forbidding the entrance of such animals on the premises, 
but the jury found that the defendants had acquiesced in her 
breach of this regulation. There was in the tea-shop a cat which 
had just borne kittens ; it attacked the dog and, when the plain- 
tiff interfered to protect her pet, bit her in the shoulder. The 
lady brought an action for damages against the company 
a lady-expert on cats was solemnly called as a witness 
to prove that the domestic cat, when rearing kittens, 


is inclined to be savage and in a vicious state; a jury tound that | ‘ 


the defendants bad not taken reasonable precautions (under the | °° ; . 
| which fell from the court during the hearing of the appeal, it 


circumstances) for the safety of their customers, and awarded the 
pluntiff £100; and the county cout judge entered judgment 
in accordance with this finding. This decision was ingeniously 
defended on a variety of grounds before the Divisional Court, 
to which the defeniants had appealed. It was half hinted, 


rather than argued, that the cat was an animal ferae naturae— | 
in which case the owner is the keeper of a “ dangerous thing,” | 
and is liable for the consequences, however arising (Nichols v. | 


Marsland, L. R. 10 Exch. 255; Baker v. Snell, 1908, 2 K. B. 352). 
This the court disposed of by pointing out that, at most, the evi- 
dence only proved that the cat was dangerous to dogs—not that it 
was dangerous to human beings; but an animal ferae naturae 
means one dangerous fo man. Then it was suggested that, although 
not a creature permaently ferae naturae, the domestic cat may be 
regarded as femporarily so during the period when she is bearing 
kittens. In Barnes v. Lucille (96 L. T. 680) it was held that a 
dog, while bearing puppies, is dangerous fo mankind, and there. 
fore, for the time being ferae naturae. But the dog is the tamed 
descendant of the wolf, so that a temporary reversion to savagery 
during a pathological period is merely an instance of the well- 
known scientific principle of atavism; the cat has no such 
ancestral tradition of enmity to man, and the court refused to 
extend to it the doctrine laid down in that case with respect to 


dogs. 


Negligence in the Occupier of Premises, 


Dut THE resources of the plaintiff's counsel were not in the 
Jeast exhausted by this refutation of his contention that the mere 
ownership of the cat made the defendants liable. He set up an 
alternative, and wholly different, ground of liability which gave 
the court much more trouble to dispose of—namely their liability 
as vecupiers of the premises for failure to take all reasonable pre 
cautions to safeguard their customers against danger. The lead 
ing case of Jndermaur v. Dames (L. R., 2 C. P. 311) long ago 
established that anyone who invites another to come upon his 
premises for the purpose of doing business with him must take 
reasonable care to prevent injury to the invitee ; and the question 


| finding of the jury that the defendants had permitted the plaintiff 
| to bring in herdog. The question, therefore, simply became this ; 
| was there any evidence at all sufficient to allow a jury to find 


| (as they did in this case) that the defendants omitted to 
‘take reasonable precautions for the safety of their customers 
by allowing a cat with kittens to be upon the premises} 
| Had the dog belong:d to a stranger and not to the lady injared, 
| this point would have been quite arguable in the opinion of the 
| Divisional Court. But the lady herself had brought in the dog, 
‘and without being requested to do so by the defendants, had 
| interfered between cat and dog. Her own interference was the 
| proximate cause of the accident, not the action of the defendants in 
| placing the cat on the premises. The ocenpiers could not reason- 
| ably foresee that customers would interfere in acat and dog fight 
on their premise, and so could not be bound to take precautions 
| against so remote a possibility. ‘This reasoning led the Divisional 
| Court to allow the appeal and enter judgment for the defendants, 
after distinguishing the now celebrated case of Cook v. Lrish Midland 

’ailway (1909, A. C. 229)--the case of the turntable and the 


| mischievous boys. 


Houses Held on Weekly Tenancies as Trust 
Investments. 

THe Appzat in Re Solomon, Nove v. Meyer (ante, p. 109; 
1912, 1 Ch. 261) has, siys a correspondent, been compromised at 
the suggestion of the Court of Appeal, thus disappointing the 
| expectation of an authoritative ruling on the question of the 
| propriety of investing trust fands on the security of houses 
| held under weekly tenancies. The large proportion of the rents 


.| of such properties which is swallowed up in maintenance and in 
PI 


complying with the varying requirements of sanitary authorities, 
together with the precariouszess of letting, makes it more than 
loubtful whether trustees can safely invest in them, even when 
the surveyor recommends them a3 suitable. From observations 
will be safe to infer that, when the question again arises, it will 
| be difficult for trustees who have made such an investment 


t» sitisfy the court that their conduct has been reasonable 
| and prudent. 








Solicitor Acting Against Former 
Client. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal in Rakusen vy. Ellis, Munday, 
| Clarke (1912, 1 Ch. 831), seems to place on a satis‘actury 
basis the question of the circumstances under which a solicitor 
| who has acted for one party to a dispute can subsequently act 


| for hisopponent. The objection of the former client to such 4 
| change is, of course, founded on the possibility that confidential 
| information, whizh the solicitor has acquired while acting for him, 
may subsequently be used for the purposes of his adversary ; and 
'so far as there is any real danger of this being done, he hws 
legitimate cause for complaint. In this view, the case is the 
‘same 98 that of confidential agents generally ; but while such 
| an agent, on leaving one employer, will be restrained from dis- 
' closing the information which he has acquired to a new employer, 
| it would be impracticable for the court to prevent him from 
entering into a rival service. So far as this is required in the 
interest of the original employer, it must b3 provided for by 4 
suitable restrictive covenant in the original agreenent of service. 
| The question is whether the court will carry its interference 
further in the case of a solicitor, and wi'l not merely prevent 
|him by injunction from imparting confidential information to 
|his new client, but will prevent him from acting _for 
'his old client’s adversary at all; and the answer now given 
'by the Court of Appeal is that tho court may interfere 
|to this extent, but that it will do so only whera there is real 
danger of the confidential information being used for the 
purposes of the new client. There is no hard-and-fast rule that 
| a solicitor cannot change sides in the course of a dispute. 


of reasonableness is, witbin limits, one of fact for the jury to| The cases in which such a change takes place are, perhaps, not 
decide, Of course, contributory negligence or trespass are | frequent, but the matter has on several occasions been col 
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sidered by the courts. In Cholmondeley v. Clinton (19 Ves. 261), 
lord ELpon, C, gave it as the unanimous opinion of the equity 
and common law judges that a partner in a firm which had acted 
fer one party to a suit could not leave the partnership and then 
act for the —_ party. “Having,” said the Lord Chan- 
collor, “‘thus left the cause, he is not in the situation of a 
solicitor discharged by a client, and, therefore, he cannot become 
the solicitor for the other party in the same cause.” This state- 
ment was subsequently considered by Lord ELDON in Beer v. 
Ward (Jac. 77), and Bricheno v. Thorp (Jac. 300), and in both 
cases he laid stress on the fact that the solicitor had discharged 
himself. ‘It appeared to me,” he said in the former case, “and 
to all the judges, that nothing could be more dangerous than to 
it a solicitor employed by A in a cause between him and 
B to leave A while still willing to retain him, and enter into the 
service of B.” And in Bricheno v. Thorp (supra), he said: “If 
Lord CuinTon had discharged the gentleman, and would not 
continue to employ him, on such a case no opinion was given. 
But it being by his own act that he ceased to be employed, the 
judges were of opinion that he could not carry over to 
the other side the information acquired in the service from 
which he had discharged himself.” And the Lord Chancellor 
declined to prevent a clerk, who had left the firm and set up in 
practice for himself, from acting against a client of the firm merely 
on the chance of the client being injured. Before thus shutting 
up the sources of employment, it was, he said, incumbent on the 
court to see that there was something more than hypothetical 
mischief to be guarded against, 

In two Irish cases, however, the principle was carried further 
and these were approved by HaLt, V.C., in Little v. Kingswood 
Collieries Co. (20 Ch. D. 733). In Hutchins v. Hutchins (1 Hog. 
315) McManon, M.R., said: “If the principle on which relief 
isgiven by injunction be sound, it seems difficult and inconvenient 
to make it depend upon the solution of the question whether the 
solicitor has retired from the client ; or whether they have parted 
by mutual consent; or whether the client has changed him 
without any adequate cause, or has been compelled to dismiss 
him on account of misconduct or neglect ;” and in Biggs v. Head 
ow & Sc. 335) O’LOGHLEN, M.R., quoted this with approval. 
n Little v. Kingswood Collieries Co. (supra) Hatt, V.C., referred 
to the general principle of the decisions of the [rish courts as 
tound and correct, and held that the case did not turn on the 
discharge or non-discharge of the solicitor by his former client ; 
and he laid it down generally that “where the second trans- 
action flows out of the first, and, from the nature of the dispute, 
is [intimately] connected with it, the new client ought not to 
employ that particular solicitor in the transaction, and the 
solicitor ought not to accept the employment; and the case is 
then one in which, at the instance of the former client, the solicitor 
ought, upon general principles of equity, to be restrained from so 
acting.” 

The decis‘on in Little v. Kingswood Collieries Co. (supra) was 
capone agatnst, and a compromise was effected, under which the 

icitor uCertook not to communicate to his new clients any- 
thing wh’ch had come to his knowledge as solicitor for his 
former client, and the injunction which had been granted by 

V.C., was discharged ; but in the course of the argument on 

the appeal (20 Ch. D., p. 742), JessEL, M.R., intimated that the 
judgment of the Vice-Chancellor went further than the Irish 
cases, at the same time adding: “It must be remembered that it 
does not follow that, because a solicitor may be at liberty to act 
for an opponent of his former client, he is at liherty to disclose 
is former client’s secrets to his opponent.” In other words, 
Sir Grorce JEssEL seems to have regarded the ordinary 
Jutisdiction of the court as limited to restraining the solicitor 
from disclosing secrets ; and this, as pointed out above, puts him 
on the same footing as any other confidential agent. Moreover, 
in Johnson v. Marriott (2 Cr. & M. 183) it bad previously been 
that there was no absolute rule preventing a solicitor, 

at any rate where he had been discharged by the client, from 
ating for his adversary. The matter depended on the circum- 
stances, and for the court to interfere a case must be made out, 
shewing the probability of injury to the former client. “It 


_ Waa incymbent on the plainti‘is ” said Gurney, B,, “to shew in 





their affidavits that some confidential communication had been 
made, the disclosure of which might be prejudicial to them.” 

In the present caso of Rakusen v. Ellis, Munday, & Clarke 
(supra), there was, on the facts, no danger of the change of client 
being in any way injurious to the original client, and hence the 
court could only interfere to prevent the change upon the footing 
of a hard.and-fast rule that neither a solicitor, nor a partner in 
a firm of solicitors, can act for sn opponent of a former client. 
In that case the plaintiff, who had sold his business to a company, 
had a dispute with the company as to wrongful dismissal from 
their employment. In June, 1911, he consulted Mr. Munpay, 
a partner in the firm of ELLIs, MunpAy, & CLARKE, as to his 
position, and gave him confidential information as to the matters 
in dispute. Mr. CLARKE was the only other partner in the firm, 
and his business was practically separate from that of Mr. 
MunpDAy. He was away for his vacation at the time, and he 
was not informed as to the matter. In October, 1911, the 
plaintiff changed his solicitors, and the new solicitors issued a 
writ against the company for wrongful dismissal. In the course 
of the proceedings the dispute was referred to arbitration. In 
March, 1912, the firm of Etitis, MuNnpAy, & CLARKE were 
appointed sol ‘citors to act for the company in the arbitration, and 
the plaintiff thereupon commenced proceedings against them and 
applied for an injunction to restrain them from acting for the 
company. The solicitor astually employed by the company was 
Mr. CLARKE, and the company had come to him in consequence 
of their usual solicitors being unable to give the requisite atten- 
tion to the arbitration proceedings. WARRINGTON, J., granted 
the injunction on the principle that a solicitor, having once been 
employed to act for a man, should not act against him in the 
same matter ; but the Court of Appeal reversed this decision, and 
at the same time overruled the decision of HALL, V.C., in Little 
v. Kingswood Collieries Co. (supra). 

There is, indeed, as Cozens-Harpy, M.R.; pointed out in 
accordance with the dictum of JEssEL, M.R., quoted above, an 
absolute duty on a solicitor not to disclose secre!s, but there is 
no absolute duty not to act for an opposite party in the samo 
litigation. The latter duty is one that depends on the cireum- 
stances of the case. ‘It has been admitted on both sides here,” 
he said, ‘‘ that we are dealing with solicitors of the highest position, 
and whose honour and integrity are beyond any imputation. 
No possibility of the disclosure of secrets has ever been suggested.” 
Hence, in substance there was no ground for the interference of 
the court, and since there is no hard-and-fast rule in the matter, 
the injunction had been wrongly granted. No undertaking was 
required either from Mr. MuNbAY or Mr. CLARKE, but the name 
of tke latter gentleman was at once substituted for that of the 
firm as solicitor for the company. There are, of course, numerous 
cases where it would be quite inappropriate for a solicitor who 
had been employed in litigation to take his services over to the 
other side; and such a change would usually be out of the 
question where the solicitor had been. actively engaged in 
the matter. But the business of solicitors, especially when they 
are in partnership, would be unduly hampered if under no 
circumstances could they act for a client when they or their firm 
had previously acted for.his opp nent. 








Companies aad the Public. 


Tue case of Galloway v. Schill, Seebohm & Co. (Limited) (28 
T. L. R. 400) was one of far-reaching importance to both 


public companies and the general public. It arose ona special 
case stated by the stipendiary magistrate at Manchester, and 
turned on the construction of section 26 of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908. That section provides (inter alia) 
that every public company shall, at least once in every year, 
furnish to the registrar of companies a summary which must 
“include a statement in the form of a balance-sheet, 
audited by the company’s auditors, and containing a summary 
of its share capital, its liabilities, and its assets, giving such 
particulars as will disclose the general nature of these liabilities 
and assets, and how the values of the fixed assets have been 
arrived at, but the balance-sheet need not include a statement 
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of profit and loss.” The section al:o contains (sub-section (5)) a | 
penal clause, providing fora penalty in the case of default. Now 
these being the requirements of the statute, the respondents | 
furnished a balance-sheet, which specified among the aszets 
an item: “Goodwill, trade-marks, machinery, furniture and 
fixtures, £107,000 16s. 5d.” Assuming that these were “fixed 
assets,” the registrar of companies objected to the return, on the 
ground that the amount of £107,000 16s. 5d. should be split 
up, 80 that it could be seen how much of the sum related to 
“goodwill and trade-marks,” and how much to “machinery, 
furniture, and fixtures.” 

The first point is whether these are, in fact, fixed assets. 
Although there is no direct decision on the meaning of the 
expression “ fixed assets,” the expression “ fixed capital” has been 
detined. Lord Justice BUCKLEY, in his work on the Companies 
Acts (9th ed., p. 653), says: “The author would define ‘ fixed ’ 
capital as property acquired and intended for retention and 
employment with a view to a profit, as distinguished from cir- 
culating capital, meaning property acquired or produced with 
a view to re-sale or sale at a profit”; and in Wilmer v. Macna- 
mara & Co. (Limited) (1895, 2 Ch. 245, at p. 345; 72 L. T. 
552) Srirnine, J., said: “It is necessary, however, to consider 
whether the depreciation in goodwill and leases is to be treated | 
as a loss of ‘fixed’ capital or of ‘floating’ or ‘circulating 
capital—to use the two contrasted expressions of LINDLEY, 
L.J. [in Verner v. General, &c., Trust, 1894, 12 Ch. 266]. De- | 
preciation of goodwill seems to me to be loss of ‘fixed’ capital.” 
There can, therefore, be little doubt that “ goodwill’ came under 
the head of “ fixed assets,” and, indeed, the court has now expressly 
decided that it does. 

From an examination of sub-section (3) it will be seen that 
the summary must give particulars sufficient to disclose (1) the 
general nature of the liabilities and assets of the company ; and 
(2) how the values of the “fixed” assets have been arrived at. 
As this summary has to he filed at Somerset House, and is avail- 
able for the information of the general public, it would appear 
that tho object of the Legislature was to give prospective share- 
holders and creditora some estimate of the general financial 
position of the company. It is to be observed that in Galloway 
v. Schill, Seehohm d& Co. (whi supra) the whole point raised and 
argued was, whether a separate value should be stated in respect 
of goodwil!, or whether it might be given in a total which 
comprised other fixed assets. A creditor would probably prefer 
that the substantial portion of the fixed assets should be repre- 
sented by such things as machinery, furniture and fixtures, for | 
obvious reasons. But whatever may have been the intention 
of the Legislature, it is necessary, especially in a penal section, ! 
such as section 26, to indicate that intention clearly and 
unambiguously, in order to justify the infliction of penalties by 
courts of summary jurisdiction or otherwiso. 

There can be no doubt that section 26 is so constructed and 
couched in such language as renders the proper interpretation a | 
matter of some difficulty. Cogent arguménts could be, and | 
were, put forward to shew that the language of the section 
mizht be ineffective, having regard to the purpose which the 
Board of Trade suggested it was destined to achieve. No doubt | 
the intention of the Legislature was to provide that information | 
should be given to shareholders, but it is not too much to 
assume that the interests of the company as a commercial con 
cern weré taken into consideration when the section was passed, | 
so as not to insist on the “discovery” of such information as | 
might prejudice or injure the company. This is clearly indicated | 
by the provision that the balance sheet required by the section 
need not include a statement of profit and loss. 

It was contended, on behalf of the company, that the require- | 
ment that they should give a balance-sheet ‘containing a 
summary of its assets” meant that they were entitled to 
summarize them in the form of a lump sum, giving such par- 
ticulars as would disclose the general nature of these assets ; 
and it was suggested that the word “ nature ” referred to quality | 
and not quantity or value. On the other hand, it was argued, | 
on behalf of the appellants, that the word “ general” was of great | 
importance in construing the section, and that the whole phrase 
clearly indicated an intention on the part of the Legislature to 
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procure such information as would enable an average business 
man to make up his mind whether the company was a suitable 
one either to hold share: in or give credit to; and an illustration 
given by the Solicitor-General in argument was that if a librarian 
were invited to give ‘such particulars as will disclose the general 
nature ” of the contents of the library, he would not incorrectly 
describe the library as consisting of history and romance if, in 
fact, it comprised 99) volumes -of history and one novel. This 
illustration is, however, open to the criticism that it is not 
analogous to the present case, because fhe company did give par- 
ticulars which, up to a certain point, undoubtedly disclosed the 
general nature of its assets, although the values were not 


| separately stated. 


Another argument put forward on behalf of the company-- 
which, it must be confessed, is of some weight—was that the 
Legislature asked for a “summary ” shewing how the fixed assets 
were arrived at, and it was contended that had separation of 
values been required, the section might have.stated that the value 


| of eaeh fixed asset should be given, 


It is true that the balance-sheet contained a statement that 
the goodwill and trade-marks were valued “ at the sum at which 


| they were taken over by the company,” but the amount could 


not be ascertained by a member of thepublic, because it would 


’| not appear in the prospectus, as at the time this company was 


tormed there was no obligation to state the specific value of the 
goodwill in the prospectus, this requirement appearing for the 
first time in the Companies Act, 1900. Therefore, in this case 
the estimated value of the goodwill at the time of the formation 
of the company could not be ascertained. 

As there is n> appea! from the judgment of the Divis‘onal 
Court, the point is now fina'ly disposed of, although if the 


| court had come to a contrary decision the Companies Act would 
| doubtless have been amended. Lord ALVERSTONE, in his judg- 


ment, declined to lay down what the summary must actually give, 


| but decided the point on the ground that the summary in that 


case was defective. Mr. Justice PickrorD did not go the 
length of saying that it was necessary to have an inventory or 
valuation of each of the assets, but decided that, where different 


| considerations applied to the different classes of assets, it was 


necessary to give separate figures; and he came to the conclusion 
that the department of the assets which consisted of goodwill 
and irade-marks should have had their values stated sep rately 
from machinery, furniture and fixtures, instead of all these 
assets being lumped together and represented by one total, as 


| they were in the balance-sheet in this care. 


r 


of Justice. 


At length there is a fairly definite prospect that the buildings to the 
west of the Royal Courts of Justice, which have been in course of 
construction for some three or four years past, will be completed. It 
was hoped that they would be finished shortly after the Long Vacation, 
but, at any rate, it is about as certain as such things can be that the 
new courts will be ready for occupation very early next year, when 
the temporary and somewhat unsightly structures which have had to 
do duty as extra courts for so long will disappear. The accommoda- 
tion provided by the older building was, as every practitioner knows, 
deficient from the very first, for sufficient courts for all the mem- 
bers of the bench were at no time provided ; and when the additional 


| judges were appointed the inconvenience, which had always been 


pressing, was intensified. The new building will furnish four excel 
lently appointed courts, which, in point of comfort and in other 
respects, will be a considerable advance upon those in the original 
building. The actual structure may be said to be complete, and 
workmen are laying the parqueted flooring of some of the rooms ; 
but the public galleries of the courts have yet to be erected, only the 
great cantilevers which are to carry them standing out grim and bare, 
and indicating that the accommodation will be ample ; and there 
remain the oaken panelling and bookcases and the woodwork 
generally to be put in place, the laying of the corridors with mosaic 
and the carrying out of the scheme of decoration. 

Architecturally the building isa worthy pendant to the noble pile 
designed by StrEET some thirty years since. As a matter of course 
the architect, Sir Henry Tanner, C.B., of H.M. Office of Works, has 
followed upon the same lines—that is to say, he has adhered to the 





The New Courts at the Royal Courts 
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French Decorated Gothic and kept to the general constructive design, 
though he has felt himself at liberty to take his own course, to a 
great extent, in the matter of the details of carving and other 
ornamentation. A principal feature of the Strand front is furnished 
by a boldly designed gable, crocketed, and surmounted by a statue of 
Justice, and the oriel windows lighting the rooms to be allotted to 
the judges attending the courts on that side break up what would 
otherwise be a somewhat flat facade, and pleasantly vary the light 
and shade. The red columns of the upper windows may strike one as 
somewhat crude at present, but time and the London smoke may be 
relied upon to mellow the lines beforelong, as has been the case with simi- 
lar columns in the parent building. The “Justice” surmounting the 

ble deserves a word. It is a very fine and unconventional conception. 

he figure stands,.stern and determined, the hands resting upon the 
cross piece of her sword, the scales hanging picturesquely in front. 
It is the work of Mr. STEVENSON, a young sculptor of whom much 
may be hoped in the future. 

A graceful feature of the building is furnished by the two 

slender lead-covered fléches which rise above the roof. Not merely 
ornamental, they serve the useful purpose of ventilating shafts. 
A further very fine feature is to be mend in a handsome tower at 
the north-west corner, at the base of which is the judges’ entrance 
from Carey-street, on a level with the mezzanine floor, and, therefore, 
just below the courts ; a second judges’ entrance is provided from the 
Strand at the south-east angle of the building. The angle turrets 
likewise have their use: long narrow windows light them, and they 
will be available as store closets as occasion arises. 
- The wide corridor running along the east—the Law Courts—side of 
the building is yet another remarkable feature, with its fine groined 
ceiling and its bold, beautifully carved central doorway, with its 
columns of Peterhead granite. This is the public entrance to the 
building, giving access to the wide central “ public corridor,” from 
the middle of which a handsomely proportioned apsidal staircase leads 
tothe courts corridor above, with doors opening upon all the courts on 
either side. It may be stated that throughout the ground plan of 
the various floors is of the simplest. In this respect the architect 
had a comparatively easy task ; there was no large extent of ground 
which had to be covered, as in StREET’s building, and the site is square, 
or, to be absolutely correct, rectangular. There will be no difficulty 
in finding one’s way about the newer structure. 

A further striking section of the design on the same side is 
furnished by the bridge Jeading to the old building, approached and 
left by flights of steps to reach the higher level of Carey-street. 
The main details are two boldly-designed niches over canopied pillars, 
which niches, it is to be hoped, will one day be filled with statuary ; 
and the central group of windows, with their graceful clustered 
columns. On the side facing Clement’s-inn a finely designed 
apsidal projection marks the staircase to the public galleries. 

It may be noted, by the way, that the building will be handed 
over complete in every particular. In this respect it will have 
the advantage of the older building, which to this day remains 
unfinished. The discerning eye will, with little difficulty, descry the 
many panels in Street’s pile which are still mournfully blank and 
without the carving which formed a part of the original design. 

Coming to the accommodation to be afforded, the main or first 
floor, on a level with the older courts, is principally occupied with 
the four courts, those on the Strand side being intended for Probate 
and Divorce and Admiralty cases, and the others fronting towards 
Carey-street for Criminal Appeal and, probably, the Railway and 
Canal Commission, and such-like purposes. The courts are exactly 
similar in dimensions, loftier and larger than those of the main 
building, well lighted, each with its roof of glass, and windows 
high up on the sides. The coved ceilings and the construction 
aly give every indication that the acoustic properties will be 
all that could be desired. The respective courts are similar in plan, 
marked only by slight minor differences ; for instance, in the corner 
to the left of the bench in the Criminal Appeal Court, a staircase 
descends, in order that prisoners may be brought direct from the cells 
below into the dock; and ia the Probate and Divorce Court, and 
that for Admiralty cases, flights of stairs on either side rin down to 
the mezzanine floor. One of these in each case leads to tho retiring 
room for the jury, to which, by the way, there are no other means of 
access, and the other to the registrar’s room. In the fourth court, as 
there will be neither juries nor criminals, there is no necessity for 
the stairs, and they are absent accordingly. Behind the courts are 
corridors giving access to the rooms of the judges and their clerks— 
the former, it may be mentioned, are the only apartments warmed by 
coal fires, the rest of the building being heated by steam pipes and 
radiators. 

The lower or ground floor is upon much the same plan asthe 
upper. Beneath the courts are various rooms for solicitors, for 
jurors in waiting, for male and female witnesses respectively, and 
the rest of the space is appropriated to offices of various kinds. The 
wide corridor corresponding to that of the courts above gives easy 
access to the different rooms. 





The mezzanine floor will be used by the various registrars and 
their clerks. Here also space has been found for the prisoners’ cells, 
twelve for the men and three for the women—roomy cupboard. like 
constructions, comfortably heated and furnished with a seat, the 
surrounding woodwork rising to a height of eight feet or so, the 
top covered in with wire netting as a guard against any attempt at 
ascape. Each door hasits useful little spy-hole, through which the 
proceedings of the inmate may be noted. Their special entrance is 
from the Carey-street side, and though, owing to the difference of 
levels, the police van cannot drive to the actual doorway, the 
distance to be traversed will not be great. Rooms for the warders 
and wardresses, with other accommodation, are also provided. 

Two matters appertaining to the comfort of those using the build- 
ing should be noted. The architect has paid more than ordinary 
attention to the lighting and ventilation, which, however necessary 
according to present-day notions, is not always a conspicuous item in 
buildings after the Gothic style. Windows abound in every possible 
position ; both ends of the bar and public passages, for example, are 
glazed, the only stonework being the slender pillars and mullions 
needed to keep the glass in its place. Windows, almost everywhere, 
are made to open, and, in addition, all the air that enters the courts 
is first drawn into the sub-basement through various intakes, and, 
passing over screens, it is washed, warmed by steam-heating appa- 
ratus and driven into chambers, some six tf half feet in height, 
immediately beneath the courts and corridors and of the same dimen- 
sions, from which it passes by shafts in the walls toa height of twelve 
feet before it gets into the court. Other shafts lead the purified air 
to gratings in the risers of the ascending rows of seats for the mem- 
bers of the bar and witnesses. When the air has done its duty, great 
fans driven by electricity draw it into the roof, and it finds its way 
into the atmosphere outside through the graceful #eches before 
referred to and the lozenge-shaped windows to be seen in the north 
front, so that there is a constant current of pure warm air circulated 
through the courts, in such fashion that there ought to be no com- 
— either of draughts or stuffiness. The new courts will pro- 
ably be the most perfectly ventilated of buildings. 

In conclusion, it may be stated that the building throughout 
is as fireproof as a building can possibly be. Like the older 
building, it is of Portland stone, whilst the floors, the roof, the 
cantilevers that are to carry the galleries of the courts, are all of 
reinforced concrete, and the wires and electric lighting are every- 
where cased in steel tubing. Asa further precaution, hydrants and 
extincteurs in profusion are to be placed in each of the corridors, 
and at other points where they are likely to be of service. 
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Cuirty’s Starures or Practicat UTiLiry, ARRANGED IN ALPHA- 
BETICAL AND CHRONOLOGICAL Orpger. With NorTEes AND 
Invexes. Tue Sixtu Epririon, by W. H. Aces, M.A., LL.M., 
Barrister-at-Law. Vols. I. to VII. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Cuirty’s STATUTES OF PracTicaAL UTILITY, ARRANGED IN ALPHA- 
BETICAL AND CHRONOLOGICAL OrpEerR. WitH Notes AND 
Indexes. Vol. 17, Part I, conrarntnc STaTuTEs OF PRACTICAL 
UTILITY PASSED IN 1911. Wita INcorporateD ENACTMENTS 
AND SeLectep Statutory Ruies. By W. H. Aces, M.A., 
LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 

We think we can predict a new lease of life for this useful book 
under Mr. Aggs’ editorship. Not only are the more recent statutes 
of practical utility carefully added; but the annotations and 
cross-references are, as regards all the statutes we have examined, 
admirably revised and added to. The book in fact, at present, not 
infrequently constitutes not merely an edition of the statutes, but also 
a concise commentary on them embodying the decisions. ‘The range 
of search for cases is very extensive, and in some instances decisions, 
reported only, say, in the Zimes Law Reports, are duly cited, to the 
great advantage of the reader. We may refer to the notes on the 

sills of Exchange Act, 1882, as an excellent specimen of annotation. 

One useful feature of the work is the printing in italics of repealed 

statutes where they are likely to require to be consulted. Thus, 

under “Charities” the repealed Mortmain Act (9 Geo. 2, c. 36) is 
rinted, with elaborate annotations. While most of the old headings 
ave been retained (though we think some of them might have 
been altered with advantage), a new title “ Land” has been inserted, 
under*which there are placed the Land Transfer Acts and the pro- 
visions of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. The connection 
between the two measures thus grouped together appears to lie in 
the fact that they both impose heavy burdens on landowners. The 
anvotations to the statutes under the head of “ Limitations ” have 
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cases are conveniently arranged 


been considerably increased and the 
and 


in the notes. We find throughout the work evidence of care 
thoroughness in the selection and 


the book is likely to prove of great value both to barristers and 
solicitors 
It has alr acy hecome necessary to publish a supplemental 


Insurance Act, and 
Insurance Act are 


cludes the gigantic National 
Acts. The notes to the 


which in 
othe r 


volume, 
thirty-seven 
practical and brief 
Equity. 

LEADING Cast IN Kquiry. 
vrormM A ComMPpAaNton VoLUME TO 
rug Common Law.”) By A. E. 
‘vens & Sons ‘ Limite). 

rs to be an ac repted part of our 
e of judge-made law, 
who is in 


A. SELECTION Of 

(INTENDED To 

* LEADING CASES IN 

Barrister-at-Liw St 

Mducation by leading 
legal system. It is a tribute 
and it serves the purpose of the 
earch of authority upon an isolated point- 
opposed to any orderly research or reading. In its original form 
the selection of leading as planned on a vast scale ; each case 
was given at length, and was made the text for a comprehensive 
dissertation on the branch of the law with which it was concerned. 
In its later development the solution has reduced the leading case to 
a headnote, and the comments are a brief summary of other 
relevant decisions. If this is worth doing at all we have no hesitation 
in saying that Mr. Randall has done the work well. His leading 
number about hundred, and he has taken them from the 
early as well as the later reports. Thus the fundamental rule that a 
mortgage is personal e-tate is illustiated by Thornbrough v. Bak-r 


SHIRLEY'S 
RANDALL. 


cases appea 
to the 
student or 


ln portane 
practitioner 
But it i 


cases W 


cases 


annotation of the statutes, and | s 


and the ro anatory notes following each section. The controlling 
sections, of course, as to estate duty. are sec tions 1 and 2, and as to 
ettlemeat estate duty section 5; and thé various cases which may 


arise under these sections are carefully classified. Searcely less 


| important are sections 6 and 9, which determine the incidence of 


the duty, and the editor has preserved—rather, we presume, as a 
matter of curiosity—the conflicting decisions as to the incidence of 


duty on property over which the deceased had a general 
| power of appointment, though they have been rendered obsolete 
by Re Hadley (i909, 1 Ch. 20), where the Court of Appeal held 


Wirn Noves. | 
| Finance Act, 1910, so far as it relates to death duties, and 


| without notes at the 
| extreme ly convenient to have 


that the properiy passes to the executors, “as such,” with the 
result that the duty is payable out of the general personal estate. 
The chief alteration im the present edition is the inclusion of the 
its pro 
visions with regard to increment value duty arising on the occasion 
of death are discussed. The text of the various statutes is repeated 
end of the book, Useful as the notes are, it is 
the unencumbered text of a statute, 


| and the editor hi is given, at this point, the additional help of refer- 


essentially | 


|in the chapter on 


(i Ch. Cas. 283); and its correl: = , that the mortgago:’s interest | 
continues to be an e-tate in the land, by Casborne v. Scarfe (1 Atk. 
603); while Furrer v. Lacy, Hartland & Co. (31 Ch. D. 42) 


a statement of the modern practice in 
proceedings to enforce the mortgage security. In the notes to 
Forbes v. Moffett (18 Ves. 384) on merger, Mr. Randall says, 
with respect to Toulmin v. Stee (3 Mer. 210), “this strange 
and anomalous decision is, to all intents and purposes, overruled,” 
and the authorities he quotes are ample to support the statement. 
But he omits to refer to Manks v. Whiteley (1911, 2 Ch. 449), 
where Pa«ker, J., held that it was binding on a court of first 
instance, and since the publication of the book a majority of the 
Court of Appeal in the same case (1912, 1 Ch. 735) have made the 
singalar mistake of affirming a decision which for many years has 


is the occasion for 


been treated as only waiting to be overruled. Marsh v. Lee 

(2 Vent. 337) is naturally selected as the leading case on tacking, 

while Brace v. Ductessof Marthor pugh (2 P. Wms. 11) is referred 

to in the note But the atatement that “the right totack is not 
in strictness a benefit conferred upon the holder of the legal estate 

eems somewhat cryptic. Usually it is regarded as essentially an 
wivantage incident to the posession of the legal estate. | | 

Apparently, Mr. Randall means that equity does not ‘confer the 

advantage, but merely refuses to take away the legal mortgagee’s 

advantage at liw Under /Iugquentn v. Base'ey (4 Ves. 273) Mr. 

Randall has noted the recent decision in //owes v. Bishop (190). 

2» K, B. 3 which removes wiv from the class to wl mm the pre 

sumption of undue influence applies. For those who wish to tak: 

their law on the leading case system this book will furnish very 
useful assistance. 
The Finance Act: 

THe Finance Acrs, 1894, 1896, 1898, 1900, AND 1907, AND THE 
FINANCE (1909-10) Act, 1910, so FAR as THEY ReLaTE To THI 
Estate Dury aN» oTHee Deatu Duties In EnGLtanp. Wrru 
Notes, Ruxes, anp Taste or Forms By James AusTEN 
CartTMELL, M A., Barrister-at-Law. Fiera Evrrion (ENLARGED). 


By Frepewick MeMutian, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law 

Wildy & Sons. 

The preface to this edition of Mr. Auster 
on the Death Duties reminds us that since the previous edition he 
has been appointed junior counsel to the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenus, Death Duties Department, and states that it has been deemed 
advisable that he should not take any part in the pre ee y the 

edition. This is a policy much to be commended. There is a ten 
ils *ncy at. the present time for officials to compile works dealing with 
their departments, and the profession are liable to have the law 
stated from a departmental, iad not from an independent, — of 
view. Considering that it is likely to become increasingly the busi 
ness of the courts to keep official departments in order, it is very 
desirable that text-books should emanate from independent mem- 
bers of the profession 

The le Ae statute dealing with estate duty is still the Finance 
Act, 1894, and the bulk of the work is occupied with its provisions 


irtmell’s 


iseful work | 


} 


body of the work where the statutory pro- 


ences to the pages in the 
The book is a very useful guide to the death 


visions are dealt with. 


duties other than succession and legacy duty. 
Torts. 
Tue Law or Torts. A TREATISE ON THE PRINCIPLES OF OBLIGA- 
TIONS ARISING FROM CiviL WronGs IN THE ComMON Law. To 


A Cope or Civin Wrones 
By the Right Hon, 
NINTH 


wHicH Is AppED THE DRart oF 
PREPARED FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA. 
Sir Freperick Potvock, Bart., D.C.L., Barrister-at Law. 
Epirion. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 
In this edition Sir Frederick Pollock has re-written some passages 
Defamation, in order to notice recent cases in 
which the mixed defence—that the facts were true and the comment 
fair—has been used. Fair comment, he points out, assumes that 
there are no mis-statements of fact, but the real i issues are frequently 
confused by juries, and “the notorious fact that juries, with few 
exceptions, shew a strong bias in favour of plaintiffs in actions for 
defamation, and are also prone to give excessive damages, <loes 
not lighten the task of the judges.” In this matter the Court of 
Appeal has been able to do little to check the perversity of juries, 
and libel actions, especially against newspapers, call loudly for 
reform. The chapter on Trespass calls attention to the uncertainty 
of the law as to trespass in the air. Theoretically, an airship is 
always trespassing except when it is over an aerodrome, or a public 
road or other public place ; but possibly some rule less inimical to 
this class of Lspeaeeaiion will be struck out if it has really a future, 
though it is legitimate to ques stion whether the results will ever justify 
the risks. The section on Conversion should assist those who are of the 
same mind as L ord BraMWELLin Vetional Mercantile Bank v. Rymill 
(44 L. T. 767): “Tam never very confident as to what is or is not 
conversion.” The mere detention of goods before demand, it is 
pe ‘inted out, will not suffice without proof of assumption of dominion, 
and reference is made to the ree - case of Clayton v. Le Roy (1911, 
2 K. 6. 1031), where the Court of Appeal reversed Serutton, J., on 
this point. The danger which auctioneers incur in regard to con- 
version is shewn by the decision of ¢ a J., in Consolidated Co. v. 
Curtis (1892, 1 Q. B. 495), noted at p. 373. But if the law is hard on 
persons who unwittin; gly convert the pr sjperty of others, it is by no 
means unfavourable to possession as such ; and the effect of possession 
in creating a title against all but the true owner, and ultimately 
gainst him as well, is summarized at pp. 381-383. The deci-ion of 
the Privy Council in Perry v. Clissold (1907, A. C. 73) has finally 
ettled that possession is a good root of title. The protection afforde “dl 
to infant licencees or trespassers against dangers which their infancy 
leads them to ignore is discussed at p. 536, ag reference to the 
recent decision of the Ilouse of Lords in Corke v. Midland Great 
Western Railway of lreland (1905, A. C. 229). Despite its being 
ninth edition the work has been subjected to careful revision. 





Misrepresentation 
Tur Law or AcTIONABLE MISREPRESENTATION, STATED IN THE 

Form or A CopE FOLLOWED BY COMMENTARY AND APPENDICES. 

By GeorGce Spencer Bower, K.C. Butterworth & Co. 

This carefully compiled work is constructed on much the same 
lines as its author’s treatise on the law of “ Actionable Defama- 
tion.” A branch of law is selected which contains a variety of well- 
| defined principles applied over a very wide field of the law, some of 
which are common law and some equitable principles. The author 
ifts out these general principles from amidst the numerous discon- 
nected spheres of legal jurisdiction in which they are applied, and 
forms out of them a connected code. Thus, common law ‘ ‘ deceit, 

rd equitable “misrepresentation,” common law “estoppel” ane 
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. i ose San San? am ade . . , sn | 
equitable “ constructive noice,” are all made to conform to certain Local Governme ‘ace_] z 

at general rules which determine their actionability. Obviously . overnment Case-Law. 
a task of this kind is much more difficult than the mere eodification of | Locan ( }OVERNMENT CAsE-Law, 1911. By Ranpotpn Guen, M.A., 
one “field” of. law, such as the “Sale of Goods” or “ Partnership.” | LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. The Local Government Review Co. 

an: “ng ” ‘plea ine ‘Pom Sree B PRI 4 nm.: . ° . ; 
Within one “field” of law the rules are limited and easily ascertained, | This little digest, which this year has been entrusted to the 
while digests of cases give one all the reported decisions within a } 











all : experienced hands of Mr. Randolph Glen, is j { ‘ays an im- 
handy compass ; but a general principle, such as the conditions under | no ono upon its last year’s dition. We criticized sak Volumes 
which an incorrect statement becomes the subject of a» common law | somewhat severely, and pointed out that many of the headnotes were 
action or an equitable suit, isa much more elusive and elastic affair ; | too short to be intelligible; our criticism is acknowledged a the 
one has to hunt for illustrations of its application in every conceivable preface to the present edition, and the faults complained of have been 
branch of law. To codify the law containing such a principle, if well | amended. The book is gre itly enlarged, and now contains some 450 
done, is a triumph of patient labour and bold generalization ; Mr. | cases, which cover most branches of magisterial law. There is a 
Spencer Bower has done it reasonably well. He would have done it complete index and excellent tables of statutes and cases. Of course 
even better if he could have refrained from inserting in his commen- | a digest of headnotes is not a treatise on a branch of law, and cannot 
tary his own somewhat jocose and cynical observations on the universe | he expected to do more than indicate clearly the oint decided in 
at large. As an example of excellence in concise exposition we would | each case - that duty was not discharaed very effortively last year 
refer the reader to paragraph 120 of the Code on “Co-existence of | in om opinion, but this year the Editor has succeeded in making the 
other Inducing Causes does not Negative Inducement,’ and to para- | effect of each repor ted case quite clear om ove " 
graphs 140 to 183 “on Burden of Proof and Questions of Law and | ' oa 
Fact.” Appendix A, which deals chietly with the history of the 
Common Law Action for Deceit, is admirable ; Appendix B is enter- | 
taining but academie—it discusses the ethics of casuistry and the 
doctrines of the “Economy” and the “ Reserve.” We would not Privage International Law.—<A Treatise on Private 
advise the neophyte to draw illustrations from either when he is | !nternational Law. with Principal Reference to its Practice in 
engaged in addressing a jury. England. Fifth Edition. By Joun Wer-tbake, K.C., LL.D., 
ek Pee eee Sosa assisted by Atrrep Frank Tornam, LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 
Workmen's Compensation, —Butterworth’s ¢ ‘ompensation 
Moore's Sorrerrors’ Practice: BEING INsTRUCTIONS WITH ReGarp | Cases. Vol. V., Quarterly Advance Sheets. (Part IL, 1912, pp. 195- 
ro Practice AND Procepurv. Wirn a Spectan Caaprer on | 459). Edived by Doucias KNocker, Barrister-at-Law. Containing 
Orrice ORGANISATION, THirpo Eprrion. By H. R. Wetrorp, a | complete Reports of all Cases in which Judgment was given in 
Solicitor of the Supreme Court. Butterworth & Co. the House of Lords and Court of Appeal during March and April, 
1911. Together with Relevant Decisions given in the King’s Bench 
| Division. Butterworth & Co. 


SJooks of the Week. 


Solic tors’ Practice. 





The second edition of this work was published in 1888, aad it is 
stated in the preface that the opportunity has now been taken to 
re-write it entirely. Doubtless, in view of the lapse of time, this 
was a prudent course to take, but we gather that the general features 





which made the previous editions useful have not been lost sight of. | 
Atthe commencement a chapter has been introduced on the organiza- | Correspondence. 
tion of a solicitor’s office. This gives some useful hints on practical | ‘ ; re rr 
— = concludes with the late Lord Russell’s maxims of Crossing Cheque s “ Account of Payee Only. 
vice to his son, then a young solicitor, taken from a letter set out T, the Edi , ed ee ond Walia Wide 
in Mr. Barry O’Brien’s life ot the late Lord Chief Justice. The text | (ye - aw & - osesnet yin - vi tly ner ow.) 
of the book takes up in successive chapters the subjects, arranged in Sir,— Rule 48 (a) of the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1905, pro- 


alphabetical order, on which a solicitor’s assistance is required, and | Vides that “The Paymaster’s direction for payment will be payable to 
each contains a short epitome of the law. Thus, in the chapter on | the order of such person, and will be specially crossed to his account 
conveyancing, attention is first called to the recent conveyancing | &t the bank named in such request.” ie 
statutes, and then sales, leases, mortgages, and bills of sale are Of course, a direction for payment no doubt stands on a different 
explained. Separate sections are devoted to registration of title and | footing from a cheque, but in practice the difference is very little. 
copyholds, The chapter on independent advice gives a useful state- Is not this some authority for suggesting that Lord Halsbury and 
ment of the circumstances in which a solicitor should advise one of | the officials responsible for the Rules think that “ crossing specially” 
several parties for whom he is acting to take advice elsewhere. The has some effect } ; a 
path of safety lies in encouraging the course whenever there is any It would be interesting to know whether the Bank of England 
doubt, and the additional security obtained is well worth the extra | Tequires any statement from thercollecting bank as to the person on 
expense. A lengthy chapter is devoted to litigation, and the articled | Whose behalf the amount of the direction for payment is being 
elerk who is not acquainted with the slang of his kind may refer to collected ia nos. H. Terry. 
a note at p. 225 to ascertain which particular room at the Royal | 85, Gracechurch street, E.C., June 1, 
Courts is known as “the Bear Garden.” We may say at once it is [We are much obliged to our correspondent for supplementing our 
not one of the courts. Various practical matters dealing with liti- | observations last week (ante, p. 547).—Ep. §./.] 
gious proceedings, incluijing the rules relating to the employment CER SE Sa 
of counsel, are clearly explained. Altogether the book satisfactorily a . 
covers the ordinary work in a solicitor’s office. . The Land Registry. 

—_———— — Tue Registrar presents his ¢ mpliments to the Editor of the 








G » Lows Souicrrors’ JouRNAL, and begs to enclose a Memorandum on the 
AE LAWS. practical working of the Land Transfer Acts, which he ventures to 
Oke’s Game Laws. Fiera Epition. By Lawrence Meap, M.A., | think contains matter of public interest. : 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. | Land Registry, Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London, W.C. 
It is fifteen years since the last edition of Oke’s Game Laws was lay 28, 1912. 
published, and since then the Legislature has been busy in the | The following is the Memorandum referred to by our correspon- 
sphere which that edition covered. The Ground Game Act, 1906, | dent : ; 
the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1906, the Wild Birds Protection Acts, LAND REGISTRY. 
1902-1908, the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, the Protection of MEMORANDUM 


Animals Act, 1911, all these have added their quota to the game laws | ree : nn : 
of the country, and have imposed on both Pa nercotenth and poacher | 0 the fa ‘ilities afforded hy the Land Pransfer Acts for cheapening 
the necessity of mastering their provisions. Mr. Mead has omitted | and simplifying dealings with land. 

none of them, and he has also endeavoured to include the recent 1. The Registrar of the Land Registry desires to draw the attention 
case-law on the subject. We find duly noted Rodyers v. Pickersgill | of the public to the great facilities afforded by the Land Transfer 
(103 L. T. 33) (better known as the “Tame Stag case ”) ; May v.\| Acts for the removal of cost, delay and‘ inconvenience on dealings 
Wat rs (1910, 1 K. B. 431) (the “Spring-trap case”); and Cook v. | with land. 

Trevener (1911, 1 K. B. 9) (the “Tame Pheasants case”). We} 2. The Acts apply to all parts of England and Wales, but 
looked to see if the book con‘ained these three cases, since we had | the greatest facilities are obtainable in and near the county of 
Specially noted them for practical use, and we found an adequate | London, where a large and efficient local statf is established. The 
account of the point in each. There is also an interesting chapter | Acts also make full provision for the establishment of local registries 
{XL) on the Rating of Sporting Rights and Woodlands. | aff ding similar facilities in other parts of the country. - 
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3. Land registered with absolute title* can be dealt with at rates, 
including all official and professional fees and expenses, greatly 
below the usual costs incurred on like transactions with unregistered 
land, and without any delay at all. Short simple forms of cvonvey- | 
ance and mortgage are issued by the registry, and are sufficient for | 
ordinary transactions. Registration can be effected by post. Full | 
information as to procedure is given in reply to inquiry, which may 
be made either at the Land Registry, Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London, | 
W.C,, or by letter addressed to the Registrar at the same address. 
Landowners can conduct inquiries or transactions either through 
their solicitors or personally themselves, as they may prefer. 


How to Apply FoR REGISTRATION. 


4. The best moment to apply for registration of land is immediately 
after a purchase, as the title is then in good order, and can usually 
be registered as absolute without any trouble or expense beyond the 
official fees which are as follows :— 

Value of Land. Fee. 
£100 or under 12s. 
thence tu £325 £1 

A » £1,000 1s. 6d. for every £25 or part of £25. 

»  » £3,000 £3 for the first £1,000 and 1s. for every £25 or 

part of £25 over £1,000. . 

»» 9 £10,000 £7 for the first £3,000 and 1s, for every £50 or 

part of £50 over £3,000. 

over £10,000 £14 for the first £10,000 and 1s. for every £109 

or part of £100 over £10,000. 


5. Asa rule an application for registration with absolute title is 
made by posting or sending to the registry all the deeds and papers 
relating to the property, with a form of application (supplied by the 
registry) and a postal order or cheque for the fee. The department 
examines these, and makes any inquiries that may be necessary. It 
inserts notice of the application inthe London Gaz tte, and occasionally 
in the 7'imes or a local paper. The formalities are usually completed 
within a month of the receipt of the application. 


Tue Errect or REGISTRATION. 


6. The validity of the title is thenceforward guaranteed by the 
Government, and the owner’s costs on futnre dealings are either ni/ 
or are reduced to a fraction of their present legal amount. In either 
case the entire cost of the original registration is recouped several 
times over on the very first dealing after it. 

This will be seen from a few examples at typical values :— 


Costs. 





Land Registered with Absolute Title. 


| Land not on the 
Value of Property. | Register : 
| (Bach party). Registry Fee Solicitors’ Fe>t 
(Paid by purchaser (Paid by each 
ouly). party). 











* 


d, 
6 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


£ oe & . &€ 
as cos ‘ 6 
 - , 2 0 
500... 0 
1,000... t { 0 
2000 2. ow ‘ 0 
5,000, a oe 5 0 


—S 


“IS or to 





10,000... | 0 





7. Future purchasers and mortgagees have no need, and no right, 
to make any investigation into the title—the register being sufticient 
for all purposes. The title is always kept perfectly clear and up to 
date; and (like the title to stock) ready for the market at a 
moment’s notice. This increased marketability cannot fail, when 
generally appreciated, to add to the value of land. In Australia 
registration is commonly reckoned to increase the value for sale by 
10 per cent. 

ApsoLuTE TITLE EASY TO OBTAIN ON A PURCHASE. 

8. It is sometimes thought that an absolute title is difficult to 
obtain, but this is not the case. During the last few years, great 
numbers of absolute titles have been registered on purchases in and 
about the county of London, and from the experience thus obtained 
it can be stated with confidence that an ordinary purchaser, who has 


* For brevity, in this paper the term “absolute title” is used to include “ good 
leas h d title,” which is its practical equivalent asapplied to leasehold land. See 
more fully in Note A. 

t The evidence given before the recent Royal Commission on the Land Transfer 
Acts shews that legal assistance has not unfrequently been dispensed with on dealing 
with registered land. In such cases this column is saved—reducing the vendor's costs 
to nil and the purchaser's to the registry fees only. 

¢ See the evidence of Mr. Hogg (of the English and New South Wales bar) before 
jn |  emene of Title Commission in Scotland, published 1909. @Q. 1936, 7, 71, 1948 
and 9. 





bought under ordinary conditions of sale, and whose solicitor has 
investigated the title in the ordinary way, having regard to the 
nature and value of the property and the circumstances of the case, 
will have no difficulty in obtaining an absolute title om the materials 
already in his hands. 


Tue LANDOWNERS’ OPINIONS, 


9. The evidence given to the recent Royal Commission by numerous 
landowners who had had experience of registering absolute title, and 
of subsequent dealings under it, was unanimous to the effect that it 
was easy to obtain, and entirely satisfactory in its working, repaying 
the initial cost in a comparatively short time, and saving trouble and 
delay as well. The reason why this opinion is not now more 
extensively held by the great body of landowners in and about 
London (and it is notable that several of the witnesses referred to 
were from outside the county limits) appears to be simply that in 
the great mass of cases they have not taken advantage of the facilities 
which the Acts afford, but have remained content with possessory 
titles—which confer the minimum benefit—instead of applying for 
absolute--which involves no extra cost, and represents the system 
in its final and most satisfactory form. During the last few years 
registrations with absolute title have been increasing—--between 
2,000 and 3,000 having been entered since 1908—partly owing to a 
practice, lately authorized, of offering absolute title in very obvious 
cases where possessvury title only is applied for. It is hoped that this 
improvement will continue to cntend until absolute title becomes (as 
it was always intended to be and must ultimately become) the nermal 
form of registration. 


ComMPpuULSORY REGISTRATION IN LONDON. 


10. It seems desirable to add a few words of explanation as to the 
compulsory system of registration of title on sales in the county of 
London, about which a certain amount of misapprehension appears 
to exist 

11. The object of the Acts is registration with absolute title. 
But it would obviously be impracticable to compel registration of an 
absolute title in all cases, as occasionally there might be difficulty in 
producing the necessary proofs. For this reason registration with 
“ possessory title” (which requires only primd facie proof) is alone 
made compulsory. Possessory title takes a considerable time to 
mature, and on dealings taking place before the maturing process is 
complete the full benefit of the system is not obtained. (See Note A.) 
People seldom do more than they are obliged to do in any matter 
that they do not understand, and so it has come to pass that for 
many years an overwhelming majority of the titles compulsorily 
registered were possessory only. Consequently not much relief as 


| regards cost has yet accrued on dealings with compulsorily registered 


land. This has caused a very inadequate idea to prevail among the 
public generally as to the — of the Acts in facilitating and 
cheapening the transfer of land. 

12. There is no reason whatever why nine-tenths of the purchases 
registered in London should not be registered with absolute title. 
This applies with even greater force to purchases of land already 
registered with possessory title (which now number between 4,000 
and 5,000 every year) than to purchases of unregistered land. No 
extra fee or expense of any kind need be incurred. No additional 
formality need be observed except to leave in the registry, along 
with the transfer, the deeds and papers already in the applicant's 
possession relating to the title. 


NOTE A. 


MEANING oF THE TeRMs “ABsoLutE,” “Goon LEASEHOLD” 
AND “PossEssory” TITLE. 

There are three main ways in which land may be registered under 
the Land Transfer Acts—namely, with Absolute Title, with Good 
Leasehold Title, and with Possessory Title. 

Absolute Title.—It is not difficult to explain what absolute title 
means. It means that the deeds have been officially examined, and 
have been found to shew a safe holding title, and that the ownership is 
guaranteed by the Government. The registered sage for the 
time being can dispose of the land without delay, without risk, 
without cost, and without trouble. The purchaser can acquire it 
likewise without delay, without risk, with no more trouble than is 
involved in reading a few plain entries in a book, and in filling up 4 
short printed form of transfer for the vendor to sign, and with no 
more cost than that shewn in the Table above (para. 6). 

Good Leasehold Title—Leasehold land can seldom be registered 
with an absolute title owing to the inability of leaseholders (as a rule) 
to produce evidence of the freehold titles, and so to prove the 
original validity of the lease itself. A special form of registration, 
called good leasehold title, has been devised to meet this state of 
affairs. It amounts to a guarantee (by the Government) of the 
leaseholder’s title to the lease, but it does not guarantee the origina 
validity of the lease itself. At the same time it may be remembered 
that on ordinary sales of leasehold land the validity of the lease s 
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always assumed-—the purchaser having neither the wish nor the right 
to inquire into the freehold title. Therefore, for purposes of pro- 
cedure on sales, registration with a good leasehold title confers 
the same advantages as registration with absolute title. 

Possessory Title.— Registration with possessory title is effected on 
prima facie evidence merely, and is useful in cases where there 
might be difficulty in obtaining absolute title. So far as regards 
security from fraud, simple forms of conveyance, accurate plan, and 
other incidental matters, it has the same effect as absolute title, but 
it does not immediately confer on the proprietor and those who deal 
with him an indefeasible right to the land against all the world. Its 
effect is not i gg ; 1t keeps the title clear for the future, but 
is no bar to possible adverse claims dating from a time prior to its 
first entry on the register books. 

Consequently, if the land has to be sold very soon after its regis- 
tration with possessory title, the owner must be prepared to have 
almost the same investigation made into the prior title as would 
have been made if the land were unregistered : when a longer time 
has elapsed these labours are much lightened though probably not 
wholly avoided : finally—after an interval variously estimated by 
various authorities—a time arrives when, there being no further 
need to consider in any way the title prior to registration, the owner 
has practically the equivalent of an absolute title. Besides this, 
after land has been registered with possessory title it can be 
converted into absolute (or good leasehold) on very easy terms, 
especially on a sale. 


[See observations under head of “ Current Topics.”—Ep. S.J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


H. STEVENSON & SON (LIM.) v. BROWNELL, HEALY AND 
OTHERS, CLAIMANTS. No. 2. 4th June. 
INTERPLEADER ORDER—APPLICATION OF DrEFENDANT AFTER JUDGMENT. 


The defendant in an action consented to judgment being entered 
against him for an agreed amount, and afterwards applied for an order 
that an interpleader issue might be directed as to the claim between 
the plaintiffs and a third party. 

Held, that he was too late, and that there was no jurisdiction to 
order an issue after judgment. 


This was an appeal from an order directing an interpleader issue 
between the plaintiffs and the claimants. The National Wirebound 
Box Co. granted to one Inwood an exclusive licence to use certain 
patents. Inwood appointed the defendants Brownell & Engelbronner 
agents for Great Britain under this licence. The defendants entered 
into an agreement with the plaintiffs, under which the latter were to 
find sub-licensees in return for a commission of 25 per cent. on the 
royalties payable, which the defendants guaranteed. In January, 1911, 
litigation in America between the National Wirebound Box Co. and 
the claimants terminated in a compromise whereby the patents were 
declared to belong to the claimants, who, however, were to have no 
rights to account either in the past or future. After this date the 
defendants ceased to pay the plaintiffs their share of the royalties, and 
an action was begun in December, 1911, claiming an account of what 
was due to them since October, 1911. In February, 1912, the parties 
agreed that the amount then due was £199, and the defendants con- 
sented that judgment should be entered for that amount. At a later 
date they took out a summons before the District Registrar of Man- 
chester, upon which an interpleader issue was directed between the 
plaintiffs and the claimants. This order was confirmed by Eve, J., and 
the plaintiffs thereupon appealed to this court. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., after stating the facts, said : Under the Inter- 
pleader Act of 1831, section 1, the defendant might interplead at any 
time between declaration and plea. The procedure is now regulated 
by ord. 57, r. 1, which extends the remedy by allowing inter- 
pleader before action brought; but there is nothing in the present case 
to which the order can apply, and no ground for holding that the rule 
allows interpleader after judgment. 

Farwett and Kennepy, L.JJ., concurred, and the appeal was 
allowed, with costs as against the defendant.—CounseEL, Astbury, 
K.C., and J. H. Gray; Younger, K.C., and Galbraith; Colefaz. 
Souicrrors, Bristows, Cooke, & Carpmael; W. J. & E. H. Tremellen, 
for Blair & Seddon, Manchester; Robbins & Co., for Slater, Heelis, 
& Co., Manchester. 

[Reported by F. Gururire Smitx, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WILDER v. WILDER AND CHARTERS. No. 2. 4th June. 
Huspanp AND Wire—Marriep Women’s Property Act, 1882, s. 17— 
Dispute as TO PrRopeRTY—ReFERENCE TO ReGIsTRAR TO RePoRT— 
Orper To Deposit 1n Court Not Supportep sy Rerport—Conciuvsive- 
NESS OF REPORT. 
Where in proceedings by a husband to recover property from his wife 
under section 17° of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, the 


judge refers the question to a registrar for report, it is not necessary 
for the claimant to move to adopt the report; but either party may 
move to vary the report, and unless so varied the report must be taken 
to be correct in subsequent proceedings. When the report did not find 
that the property in dispute was in the wife’s possession, an order on 
the wife to deposit it in court within three days cannot be supported. 
On proof of possession such an order may be made under ord. 50, r. 3, 
with a view to the interim preservation of the property pending the 
determination cf the right of ownership. 


This was an appeal from an order of Bargrave-Deane, J., made in 
proceedings under section 17 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882, which provides for the summary determination of disputes as to 
property between husbands and wives. The proceedings were begun 
during the pendency of a husband’s petition for divorce, which resulted 
in a decree nisi; but might have been begun in any division of the 
High Court. On the 11th of December, 1911, Bargrave-Deane, J., 
ordered a reference to Mr. Registrar Inderwick as to the ownership of 
certain property claimed by the husband. On the 25th of March, 1912, 
the husband took out a summons, returnable on the 30th of March, for 
an order that the wife should deposit in court two valuable pearl studs 
alleged to belong to him. Meantime, on the. 27th of March, the 
registrar completed his inquiry, and reported that the studs were the 
property of the husband, and were in the possession of the wife in 
November, 1911, when one of them was converted into a ring, which 
was afterwards sold by her at Monte Carlo, and that he could not say 
where the studs then were. On the 30th of March the summons came 
before the learned judge with the report, when an order was made that 
the wife should deposit the studs in court within three days. This 
order was now appealed from. On behalf of the wife it was urged 
that the husband should have moved to adopt the registrar’s report, 
thus giving the wife an opportunity to object to its correctness ; but 
the court was of opinion that no such proceeding was necessary, it being 
for the wife to move to vary the report if dissatisfied with it. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., in allowing the appeal, said : The report is the 
only evidence we can pay attention to, and the order of the learned 
judge cannot be supported by the report. There is no proof whatever 
that the studs are now in the wife’s possession, and one of them cer- 
tainly is not. In these circumstances, it would be unjust to allow an 
order to stand under which the wife might be committed to prison. 

Farwett, L.J.: If the studs had been shewn to be in the wife’s 
possession, an order might have been made with a view to their interim 
preservation under ord. 50, r. 3, pending the determination of the ques- 
tion as to their ownership. 

Kennepy, L.J., concurred, and the appeal was allowed with costs.— 
Counset, Willis; Bayford. Sotricrrors, Crowders, Vizard, & Co.; 
Wadeson & Malleson. 

[Reported by F. Gururie Situ, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re THOMAS, SUTION, CARDEN, & CO. v. THOMAS, No, 2, 4th 
ard 5th June. 


ATTACHMENT—Destors Act, 1869, s. 4 (3)—Fipucrary Capacity oF 
Executor To CrepiIToRS TERMINATED WHEN A PERSONAL JUDGMENT 
RECOVERED. 

Sole creditors of a testator, on evidence that the executor had re- 
ceived assets, took an order on him to pay personally, and afterwards 
on an admission that he had had a sum in his hands representing 
part of the testator’s estate, ebtained a four-day order to pay the 
sum into court, followed by attachment for non-compliance. 

Held, that by taking a personal order, the plaintiffs had terminated 
the fiduciary relationship which had until then existed between them 
and the eaecutor, and therefore could not rely on such gelationship 
to bring the defendant within the 3rd exception in section 4 of the 
Debtors Act, 1869, and entitle them to ay order attaching him for 
non-payment. 

This was an appeal from two orders of Joyce, J., made in the 
following circumstances. The plaintiffs were at the commencement 
of the proceedings the sole creditors of‘the testator, and the defendant 
was his executor and residuary legatee. The master’s certificate, 
dated the 5th of April, 1911, found that a sum of £2,155 was due 
to the plaintiffs, and on the 9th of May, on a summons in chambers, an 
order was made that the defendant should forthwith pay to the 
plaintiffs the sum certified and the costs of the action. This order was 
made on the footing that the defendant had received sufficient assets 
and was liable de bonis propriis. Execution was then levied, without 
result, and after the defendant had become bankrupt, a proof was 
lodged for the amount due. The administration proceedings were con- 
tinued, and the defendant filed an affidavit shewing that he had 
received a considerable amount, and made payments, including legacies, 
which left a balance of £971 unaccounted for. On the 10th of April, 
1912, the judge made a four-day order on the defendant to pay this 
balance into court, and on the 10th of May a further order, attaching 
him for non-compliance therewith. These were the two orders now 


under appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—The order of the 9th of May, 1911, had the 
same effect as a personal judgment at Common Law. The plaintiffs 
| now seek to say that the defendant has money in his hands in a 
| fiduciary capacity, and is within the 3rd exception to section 4 of the 

Debtors Act, 1869, so that he is liable to imprisonment for non- 
; Payment. Is it competent~to the plaintiffs to rely on the fiduciary 
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relationship which existed previously to the order of the 9th of May, was to be found in the paragraph in their reasons for their decision 
1911? In my opinion, that relationship came to an end when the | which dealt with the custody of the child. There they had stated 
personal judgment was taken, and there being no authority, I decline | that the appellant when under the influence of drink was very violent, 
to say that the circumstances of the case are such that any order | that on more than one occasion she threatened her busband, that since 
should have been made on the footing of the continuance of the her separation from him she had no settled place of abode, and that 
relationship. We are not deciding any question which might have therefore the custody of the child should be given to the husband. 


arisen had there been other creditors of the testator beside the plaintiffs 

Farweti, L.J., concurred, and observed that the point taken on 
behalf of the appellant, that there no fiduciary relationship 
between an executor and the creditors of the estate, negatived 
by Re Bourne (1906, 1 Ch. 697), such a relationship, however, could 


was 
was 


not exist after the plaintiffs had elected to take a personal judgment. 
Kennepy, L.J., also concurred, and said—Proceedings under th« 

punitive sections of the Debtors <A ought to be very carefully 

watched, There are other courts appropriate to the punishment of 


fraud, and hen a defendant 
thould look with spec ial care to see 


with befors 


18 bankrupt. and cannot possibly pay, l 
that the is strictly complicd 
him to prison in the summary way. Orders di 

charged with costs.—Counset, Norton, K.C., and Manning; W. H 
Cocens-Hardy Paterson, Candler, d Syl Layton 


[Reported by F, Geiwerre Sarva, Barristcr-at-l 
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TAYLER v. TAYLER. 


DRUNKARD—ORDeER ror JUDICIAL SEPARATION BY JUSTICES 
Act, 1902 (2 Ep. 7, c. 28, s. 5)—Hasirva, Drunkarp 


42 & 43 Vicr., c. 19, s. 3)—Wire’s APPEAL-——DeFINITION 01! 
DRUNKARD CONSIDERED 


Haerrvar 
LICENSING 
Act, 1879 
FIARITUAT 


There was no statement as to whether they found that the lady was 
dangerous to herself or was unable to manage her affairs. The whole 
of the evidence had been read, and it appeared now from the argument 
of the husband’s counsel that he did not suggest that the lady was by 
reason of her drunken habits incapable of managing herself or her 
affairs, but he (counsel) said that there was sufficient evidence to justify 
oming to the conclusion that at times she was dangerous 
to herself From the evidence it seemed that such violence 
as was displayed by the lady was greater when she was sober than 
when she wes under the influence of drink. [The learned President, 
having referred to certain portions of the evidence, continued] : There 
ibsence in the case of evidence tha‘ by reason of habitual 
nee or diunkenness the lady was dangerous to herself or 
although that she addicted to drink to a considerable 
extent had been shewn by the evidence. It was quite clear that the 
evidence fell far short from what was necessary to establish the fact 
that a person was a habitual drunkard or to justify the magistrates in 
making an order for judicial separation. 
BarGcrave Deane, J., concurred. He was of opinion that the violence 
which the appellant had used almost entirely took place at times when 


the justices i 
if and others. 


is a complete 
intem pe 


others, was 


she was sober. He thought the magistrates were right in finding that 
she was violent at times and excessively intemperate at times, but they 
vere wrong in connecting the intemperance with the violence. Accord 


illowed with costs here and below, and the order of 
» justices was discharged.—Counset, for the appellant, A. 1. Poyser; 

the it, Barnard, K.C., and C. &. SOLICITORS, 
Birkett, Ridley, & Francis, Ipswich; L 


in rly the at peal var 


1 1) nde Jone . 


ghton & Pretty, Ipswich. 
[Reported by Dias Cores-Preepy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


‘CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 


Justices are not entitled to find thet a p on ia a habitual drunkard 
within the aning of the Habitual Drunkard tet, 1879, unls they 
or atishied that by reason of the habitual inte mperar the person 
tharged ia dadagerous at time to hameaelh or herself or to othe or 2 
mncapn hle of mane yng hin li or herself dh or h afft It 
nec? ary fo) ve that, thou ph a person may he exc ’ ly nlemperate 
and violent at time th acls af violence were brought about hy reason 
of the ni} ones 

Appeal by Alice Mande. Tayler against an order of the justices fos 
the borough of Colchester It appeared that on the 17th of Octobe 
1911, the husband, Rowland Charles Tayler, applied under tion 5 of 
the Licensing Act, 1902, for a separation order, complaining that h 
wits habitual drunkard as defined | tion 3 of the Habitun 
Drunkard Act, 1879 The justice adjudyed that the husband should 
hes nyver hound t ohabit with his wife, that the legal custody of th. 
child of tl marriage be committed to the hi band, and that the hi 
band pay his wife the weekly sum of two pounds. The wife gav 


notice af appeal on 6th of November, 1911. The grounds of appeal 


were (itn al that there was » evidence that she was a habitual 
drunkard as defined by the Act of 1879, that if there was any such 
finding by the justices it was clearly wrong, that the order was bad o1 


the face of it, inasmuch as it contained no finding of any facts sufficient 


to warrant the justices in making it, and that the evidence was not 
ufficient to support the ordes it the legal eustody of the child 
to the husbend A day or two before the heari of the ppeal ul 

justice t out in rit their reasor for he finding, which a 

sufficiently referred to in the judgment I} defini n of habite 

drunkard in t 1879 Act “ \ person wl not be m ble 
to any ju li hi ith i by reason of habit ] 
Infem il d hei intoxicat lig tin dangerous t 
himself he elf or t the . Or ance] ble of mai ing himself of 
herself, and his or her affairs.’’ Counsel for the ippella contended 
that the violence refe d to in the definition must be a course of con 
duct brought about by intemperance, while the latter must be con 
stant and not neistin of isolated ts of drunkenness 
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clusion—if they directed their minds properly to the question—that the 
lady was a habitual drunkard, and that she had been so proved Bu‘ 
there was no finding to that effect, nor was there any finding to that 
effect in the order which up. The mag ates a few day 
ago had sent up some reasons for their decision. which had been read 
and they therein stated that they had, in fact, come to the conclusion 
that the lady had been proved to be a habitual drunkard within the 
definition of the Act of Parliament. He (the learned President) did 
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not know whether the magistrates’ found that the lady was either 
dangerous to herself or others or incapable of managing herself or het 
affairs. The nearest tement which he found with regard to that | 


Court of Appeal. 


PERRY & CO. v. T. HESSIN & CO. No. 2. With, 15th, 16th, 
20th, 2st, 22nd, 23rd, and 24th May. 
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This was an appeal from a judgment of Eve, J. (reported ante p. 176). 
Cozens-Harpy, M.R., in dismissing the appeal, said: The trial of 
this case in the court below lasted ten days, and a vast amount of 
irrelevant matter has prolonged the discussion almost beyond endurance 


Vhe right to relief in a passing-off case does not depend on fraud ; but 
shewn, it is reasonable to suppose that tl! 


f a fraudulent intent is the 


ilprit has succeeded in his purpose, and little difficulty is felt in grant 

relief. Where actual deception is not proved, the plaintiff cannot 
ypeal solely to the eye. He must prove what particulars of a design 
re common to the trade, and what to himself individually. He should 
duce evide » shewi how his goods are known and called for in the 


market—e.g., by reference to a picture of an elephant or a red coloured 
cdlise ; ar d he may h ive witne ses to state that they would be deceived, 
but not that people in general would like ly be deceived, for that is the 
question for the court. The judge may have regard to the nature and 
of purchaser, whether educated or not, or civilized or barbarous. 


In the present case fraud is charged, but Eve, J., thought it not estab- 
lished, and I am not prepared to reject that finding. The mode of con- 
lucting the defendants’ business leaves much to be desired, and there 


have been intention to deceive; but actual deception is not proved. 

The plaintiffs have from time to time been attacked by rivals, two of 
hom were predecessors of the plaintiff ; but he must not suffer for their 
There is, however, no justification for charging Messrs. Perry & 

Co. with being litigious and oppressive ; they are quite right to be active 
in defending their rights. The pens numbered 341 and 335 are two of 
the most popular of Perry & Co.’s manufacture. They are sold in 
brichtly-coloured boxes, with a tray let into the lid containing one ol 
nens for show, and marked with trade marks and the names Perry & 


Co. and Mason & Co. Kapaluz, a trader in Argentina, ordered from 


the defendants, through Wolf, of Paris, pens of the same shape similarly 


numbered, and sent as a pattern one of Perry’s boxes from which the 
trade-marks and names had been cut out, saying that he wished the 
boxes to be “‘ similar but not an imitation.’’ The plaintiffs took pro- 
evainst Kapaluz in Argentina, and stopned the sale of these 


ceedings 
the conclusion that there may have been 


boxes. Eve, J., came to 
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negligence on the part of the defendants, but no fraud. It is true that 
the defendants’ manager says, near the efd of his evidence, that he 
realizes now that the whole order was dishonest; but that alone does 
not entitle the plaintiffs to relief. There is no evidence that the trans- 
action led to any deception. The boxes are similar, but I cannot say 
that anybody would be likely to be deceived looking at them. If he 
could read he would see that the lettering on the boxes is distinct. 
Instead of Perry & Co. and Mason & Co., the words ‘“ Highly 
Finished ”’ and ‘‘ Terra Nova”’ occur on one box, and “‘ President’ on 
the other. These names are very distinctive, and I cannot see that the 
circulation of the coloured boxes is calculated to deceive. With regard 
to the “‘ Balance Spring pen 120,’’ the defendants call theirs ‘‘ Spring 
Balance 0210.’’ The Universal School Pen 17 corresponds to University 
0710. In regard to the get up, the plaintiffs call our attention to 
similarities ; but the differences are much more glaring. 1 cannot say 
that the similarity is such that deception must follow. No single 
witness said he had been deceived, and as the sale of these pens has 
gone on for many years it may be assumed that if the plaintiffs had 
been damaged they would have noticed a falling-off in their sales. 

Buckey, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect, and said that 
Kapaluz was within his rights in ordering a box which should be 
similar to Perry’s in get up without being an imitation. On this point 
he referred to the coffee tin case. The manager’s remark that he 
thought now that the whole transaction was dishonest, should not be 
regarded seriously, in view of earlier portions of his evidence. Perry 
& Co. had no monopoly in their numbers, nor shape of box, nor colour, 
nor design. A rival may copy any of these, provided he distinguishes 
his article from the plaintiffs’—that is, takes such steps that a purchaser 
buying the goods would not take them for the plaintiffs’, 

Kennepy, L.J., dissented. As regards the pens 341 and 335, these 
numbers have been associated with Perry’s name for forty years, and 
I cannot help thinking that when Kapaluz adopted these numbers and 
a similar box he intended to benefit by their popularity. When chal- 
lenged, he wrote a letter saying that he undertook not to sell pens which 
by their number or labelling might be taken for the plaintiffs’. This is 
a confession that they were liable to deceive, and is sufficient 
to my mind to prove the case for the plaintiffs. He 
referred to Peyton v. Snelling (1910, A. C. 310) as to the identification 
of the goods with get up. The appeal was dismissed with costs.— 
Counset, Bousfield, K.C., P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Sargent; Ast- 
bury, K.C., Walter, K.C., and Sebastian. Soxricrrors, 2. H. Davies & 
Co., for Rowlands & Co, Birmingham ; 7’. Hamilton Bevan, for Jeffery, 
Wild, & Lovatt, Birmingham. 

[Reported by F. GuTHRIE SMITH, Barrister-at-Law.] 
* 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re RIX. RIX v. BIX. Neville, J. 10th May. 


Trustee—Breacu or Trust—Lacues orn ACQUIESCENCE OF BENEFICIARY 
—Liasmity or Trustee PReveNtTeD By ILLNESS FE:0M DISCHARGING 
His Duties. 


An annuitant is not guilty of such laches as would. disentitle her ta 
recover arrears of her annuity merely on the ground that she has aot 
actively enforced the performance of the duty of the trustees to pay 
her such annuity vegelarty. 

Trustees are appointed for the protection of their cestuis que trust, 
and so long as they remain trustees they are responsible for their 
duties as such, 


A trustee had for some twenty years before this action was com- 
menced been confined to his house with illness, and during the latter 
part of such time his co-trustee had occupied part of the trust premises 
without paying any rent therefor. An annuitant whose annuity was 
in arrear, and who had known for six years that some of the trust 
premises were being occupied by one of the trustees, now brought this 
action against both the trustees for an account on the footing of wilful 
default. The defendant trustee, who had been ilk, now contended that 
the plaintiff was barred by laches or acquiesccmce because she had 
stood by and allowed his liability to pile up without protest. Counsel 
for this trustee referred to De Bussche v. Alt (1878, 8 Ch. Div. 286), 
Lindsay Petroleum Co. v. Hurd (1874, 5 P. C. App. 239), and Le 
Rochefoucauld v. Boustead (1897, 1, Ch. 196). 


_ Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, said : If trustees become ill and 
incapable of discharging their duties and obligations. they should re- 
sign. While they continue to occupy the office of trustees it is essen- 
tial that the court should enforce their obligations if they do not 
fulfil their duties. No conduct has been alleged on the part of the 
plaintiff which could possibly deprive her of her rights. There was no 
onus upon her to force the trustees to pay her; it was their clear duty 
to do so. [His lordship then read the julgment of Chitty, J., in the 
case of Re Birch, Roe v. Birch (1884, of Ch. Div. 622).] I have some 
doubt whether the conduct of the plaintiff is properly described by the 
word laches at all, but I ask myself the question which Chitty, J., 
asked : Has the plaintiff been guilty of conduct disentitling her to 
relief? I am of opinion she has not. ,She has been wrongfully de- 
prived of her annuity, and to say that she has no right to recover the 
arrears of such annuity because she has taken no steps :to compel the 
trustees to do their uty would be to put an entirely new interpre- 
tation on the doctrine of laches, and one to which I certaitily could not 


assent. I accordingly hold her entitled to succeed in ¢his action.— 











Counset, Jenkins, K.C., and Potts; Bovill. Soricrrors, Gibson & 
Weldon, for J. 8. Nix, Chatteris; Harrison & Powell, for B. H. Voses, 
East Dereham. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


DUNCAN »v. LOCKERBIE & WILKINSON (BIRMINGHAM) (LIM.). 
EREBUS MANUFACTURING CO. (LIM.) AND BEDDOW & 
~ STUNNING (LIM.), THIRD PARTIES. Neville, J. 8th May. 


Letrers PateNT—REGISTERED PRopRIETOR—RiGHT TO Suz For: IN- 
FRINGEMENTS—PATENTS AND Designs Act, 1907 (7 Epw. 7, cu. 29), 
SECTION 71, SUB-SECTION 
Certain rights having been conferred by statute on a registered pro- 

prietor by sub-section 3 of section 71 of the Patents and Designs Act, 

1907, the court wul from such fact draw the inference that there is in 

such registered proprietor a right to sue. 

This was an action to restrain the infringement of certain letters 
patent. The defendants took the preliminary objection that the plain- 
tiff had no title to sue. On the 7th of November, 1910, before the 
issue of the writ in this action, the plaintiff had assigned all his real 
and personal property, including these letters patent, to a trustee for 
the benefit of his creditors, but his name continued to be upon the 
register as the proprietor of the letters patent. The writ in this action 
was issued on the 23rd of January, 1911. The trustee for the benefit 
of the creditors of the plaintiff was not a party to the action. On the 
22nd of March, 1911, by an indenture of that date, the trustee for the 
plaintiff's creditors, in consideration of £100, assigned the letters patent 
to the plaintiff again. li was admitted that there had been no in- 
fringement since the issue of the writ. The defendants argued that as 
the plaintiff had no beneficial title at the date of the issue of the 
writ, and as there had been no infringement since, the action was not 
maintainable. 

Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, said: In this case I do not 
‘think there ought to be a non-suit. The plaintiff was the registered 
proprietor. He had certain rights and liabilities, particularly the 
special rights conferred upon him by section 71 of the Patents and 
Designs Act, 1907, and I hold that his right to sue was a necessary 
incident to such rights, and that it is inherent in him now.—CovunseL, 
Bousfield, K.C., and Colefax; Walter, K.C., and J. H. Gray. Sott- 
irrors, Dodds & Penman, for Thomas Dodds, Newcastle-on-Tyne ; 
Jacques & Co., for Edwin Jacques & Sons, Birmingham. 

{Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re GENERAL MOTOR CAB CO. (LIM.). Eve, J. 20th May. 
Company—DeEBENTURES—PaymMeNnt Orr—Ricur or Company to CoMPEL 
PaymMent—InrTeREsT To Date ONLY. 

Where debentures become enforceable on the happening of certain 
events, the debenture holders have a right to require payment on the 
happening of those events, but they do not put the debenture holders in 
a position of being compelled to accept payment. Where the events are 
evitirely within the control of the company to determine whether they 
shall happen or not, the company cannot by determining the event 
compel the debenture holder to accept his money at a moment's notice. 


This was a summons asking for an order directing the trustees of a 
lebenture trust deed, upon payment of principal, interest up to date, 
and costs, to reconvey the mortgaged premises to the company. In 
1908 the defendant company issued debentures by which the company 
ovenanted, on the Ist of August, 1915, or such earlier day as the 
principal moneys should become payable, to pay to the debenture 
holders £20, with a bonus of 5 per cent. of such amount, and in the 
jmeantime to pay 5 per cent. interest on the £20, and the 
vlebenture holders were to be entitled to the benefit of and to be sub- 
ject to the provisions of the trust deed.* Paragraphs (/) and (9), 
andorsed on the debentures, were as follows :—‘‘(f) Any debenture 
not previously redeemed will be paid off at a premium of 5 per cent. 
an the lst of August, 1915, or so soon as the security shall become 
enforceable if that event happens previously to that date. (g) The 
}orincipal moneys hereby secured will become payable at a premium of 
{) per cent. so soon as the security constituted by the within mentioned 
trust deed shall become enforceable.’’ By the trust deed the company 
assured its properties to the trustees, and charged in their favour its 
mandertaking and other assets by way of mortgage, and as security for 
the payment of the principal and other moneys mentioned in the 
debentures, and it was thereby provided that the security thereby con- 
stituted should become enforceable in, amongst others, the following 
event—that is to say, if a receiver of the company’s undertaking, or any 
part thereof, should be appointed, and such appointment should, in the 
opinion of the trustees, be prejudicial to the security thereby con 
stituted. In April last a receiver was appointed of the company's 
undertaking, and assets charged to secure the debentures, and, in the 
opinion of the trustees, such appointment was prejudicial to the 
security, which has therefore become enforceable. As many of the 
debentures were bonds to bearer, the holders could not be readily ascer- 
tained. 

Eve, J.: The company has now found someone willing to take a 
transfer of the security on the terms of paying the principal moneys, 
the bonus of 5 per cent. thereon, interest calculated to a date seven days 
after the transfer, and depositing, in addition, a sufficient sum to cover 
all the costs, charges, and expenses of the trustees. By this summons 
I am asked to make an order directing the trustees, upon such payment 
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and deposit being made, to reconvey and release the mortgaged premises 
to the company, or to transfer the security as if may direct. I have no 
sufficient materials sys which to say whether such a step would be to 
the advantage of the debenture holders, but, prima facie, I am inclined 
to think it would be. But to-day the matter comes before me as a 
matter of construction, and not in the form of a compromise suggested 
by the company for acceptance by the debenture holders, and what | 
have now to decide is whether I have any jurisdiction to make the 
order asked for. On behalf of those who support the application it is 
urged that in an action constituted as this one is, where the trustee 
mortgagees are co-plaintiffs with debenture holders, the company must 
have the right at any stage of the proceedings of paying the debt and 
releasing the mortgaged property. The trustees insist that the crucial 
question is what is the debt, and that if the company claim a recon 
veyance of payment of principal and bonus, with interest on the former 
to date only, it is for the company to satisfy the court that such right 
exists under the contract between the company and its debenture 
holders. To this challenge the company reply by directing attention 
to clauses (f) and (y) of condition 2 of the debentures, whereby it is 
argued there is conferred on the company an immediate right to repay 
on the happening of any event whereby the security constituted by the 
trust deed becomes enforceable. I do not think that is the right con 

struction of those clauses. In my opinion, they confer upon the 
debenture holder a right to require payment of the principal moneys 
and premium in the events therein mentioned ; but they do not put him 
in the position of being compelled in the like circumstances to accept 
payment from the company whether he wishes to or not. The security 
becomes enforceable on the happening of a number of events, some of 
which it is entirely within the control of the company to determine 
whether they shall happen or not, and if I were to adopt the construc 

tion of these clauses contended for by the company, I should be putting 
upon them a construction which would allow the company, by wilfully 
committing a breach of covenant, or making default, to compel a mort 


gagee unwilling to be paid off to accept his money at a moment's notice. | 
I cannot, therefore, hold that there is anything in the debenture to | 


support the present application. Do the provisions of the deed subject 
to which the debentures are held carry the matter any further, or, 
perhaps, that is only putting the same question in another form, does 
the fact that the trusts of the deed have now to be administered assist 
the company's argument’? I do not think so. The deed contains no 
covenant by the company to pay the trustees, the security is constituted 
solely to secure payment of the debentures in accordance with their 
tenor and by their tenor. As I have already held, the event which has 
happened has not clothed the company with any right to insist on 
making immediate repayment. It is true that the trustees now seek 


to have-the trusts carried into execution by the court; but this step | 


cannot alter the trusts or modify the contract embodied in the deed, 
and, in my opinion, the trustees are right in their submission that they 


cannot be compelled to reconvey or transfer the mortgaged property | 


until they are satisfied that the debenture holders have been fully paid. | 
The result is | must dismiss the summons; the costs of all parties will | 
be costs in the action.—Counsen, Jenkins, K.C., and Cozens Hardy; 
Stokes; H. EB. Wright. Sorscrrons, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, & Co.; 
Chas. Russell d Sone. 

[Reported by S. E. Writtams, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re F088, BILBROUGH, PLASKITT, & FOSS. Neville, J. 
22nd and 30th April. 


Soticrron ror A Comrany—Costs—Bitt or Costs DELIVERED TO THE | 


Company—Taxation Twetve Montus Arter Bit Detiversp—Pay 


MENT ON Account—Errectr or INTERVENING VOLUNTARY WINDING-UP | 


Rerarinen—Form or Orper—Soricirors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vicr., 
c. 73), #3. 37, 38 and 41, 


(1) The mere delivery of a cash account by the creditor to the debtor 


shewing that the creditor has appropriated certain moneys advanced by | 


the debtor to him in settlement of his account does not constitute a 
settlement of that account. (2) The doctrine laid down im Re Mar 
seilles Extension Railway and Land Co. (1870, 11 Hg. 151) extends to 
cases of voluntary winding-up as well as to cases of compulsory winding 
up, and accordingly if the date of the rescdution to voluntarily wind-up 


ie within a year of the date of the delivery of the solicitor’s bill the bill | 


ts still liable to be taxed, the material date being the date of the wind 


ict, 1843 (6 & 7 


the order to tax need not be made under the Solicitors 


Vict, c. 73), but may be made under the general jurisdiction of the | 


court. 


This was an originating summons taken out by the liquidator of La | 


Martoria Rubber Estates, Ltd., for the taxation of three bills of costs 
delivered by the solicitors employed by the company, of which the 
first was delivered on the Ist of July, 1910, to the company, the second 
on the 18th of May, 1911, to the company, and the third was delivered 
on the 25th of July, 1911, to the liquidator of the company, by reason 
of there having been a resolution to wind-up voluntarily, which resolu 


tion had been confirmed on the 8th of June, 1911. This summons was | 
taken out on the 17th of November, 1911. ‘The solicitors did not object | 


to the taxation of the third bill, which they had delivered to the 











liquidator. They did object to the taxation of the first two bills, 
because they contended that both these bills had been paid. They had 
treated these bills as having been paid by reason of the company having 
acquiesced in and accepted a cash account delivered on the 18th of May, 
1911, in which they had credited the company with the payment of 
the amount of these two bills out of moneys paid to them on account 
of costs generally, the facts being that the company had advanced 
moneys to the solicitors on account of costs, and the solicitors on deliver 
ing their bills had retained the amounts due to them ott of those 
moneys. This cash account had shewn a balance in favour of the com 
pany. Moreover, they also objected to the taxation of the first bill, 
because it had been delivered more than twelve months before the 
summons was taken out, and with regard to the second bill, it con 
tained a signed memorandum, ‘ Received on account, with thanks, the 
17th of May, 1911.’’ They contended that these two bills could not 
be taxed without proving special circumstances, which the liquidator 
had not proved in this case. These were some of their objections to 
an order to tax being made under the Solicitors Act, 1843; but they 
further contended that when a company was in liquidation an order 
for taxation could not be made under the Solicitors Act, 1843, but a 
special order must be made under the general jurisdiction of the court, 
and in that case the one-sixth rule did not apply, and the solicitor was 
entitled to add the costs of the taxation to the amount of his bill. 
Counsel for the liquidator relied on the case of Re Marseilles Extension 
Railway cud Land Co., Ex parte Evans (1870, 11 Eq. 151). 

Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, said: If this application were 
under the Solicitors Act, 1843, the retainer could not be relied on as 
payment unless accounts had been settled between the parties. In this 
case I cannot find that accounts were settled between the parties. The 
mere passive receipt of the account delivered by the solicitors does not 
constitute a settlement. With regard to the objection that twelve 
months had elapsed since the delivery of the first bill, that would 


| depend upon the question as to whether the period of twelve months 


was to be reckoned from the date of the issue of the summons for 
taxation, or from the date of the winding-up. In the case of Re Mar 
seilles Extension Railway and Land Co. (ubi supra), Malins, V.C 

thought the material date was the date of the winding-up, and I am of 
the same opinion, and I think the doctrine laid down in that case 
applies here, even though this is a case of a voluntary winding-up. I 
have now to consider the third and last point—whether the order 
ought to be made under the Solicitors Act, 1843, or under the general 
jurisdiction of the court. On this point there seems to be some conflict 
of authority, but in the case, at any rate, of a compulsory winding-up, a 
practice has been adopted which seems to be in accordance with 
justice, of making the order under the general jurisdiction of the court 
as a means of ascertaining the amount of the solicitor’s claim against 
the assets, and as a rule allowing the solicitor to add his costs of the 


| taxation to his claim. In voluntary windings-up, orders are usually 


made under the Solicitors Act. see no reason why there should be 
this difference in the practice. I am of opinion that the proper order 
in this case should not be the common order under the Solicitors Act, 
1843, but an order made under the general jurisdiction of the court in 
the form adopted in compulsory liquidations—that is, an order referring 
the bills to the taxing master, with liberty for the solicitor to add the 


| costs of taxation to the amount found due to him on his bills; and I 
| make that order accordingly.—Counsex, HV. G. Palmer; H. BF. Wright 


Sonrcrrors, Mills, Curry, & Gaskell; Foss; Bilbrough, Plaskitt, 4 


Foas. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of ee Appeal. 


REX v. BERTRAM HUDSON. 6th, 13th, and 23rd May. 
CriinaL Law—-Evipence—ImputaTion ON CHARACTER OF WITNESSES 
ror Prosecution—-Nature or Conpuct or Derence—Cross-eXxaM 

INATION OF PRISONER AS TO Previous Convicr1onN—CRIMINAL Ev! 

pence Act, 1898 (61 & 62 VicT., c. 36), s. 1 (F) (ii.). 

H. was indicted for stealing money and a bank book from the person 
of the prosecutor, in the bar of a public-house, where others, besides H 
and the prosecutor, were present. At the trial counsel for H., in cross 
examination of two of the above persons, witnesses for the prosecution, 

suggested that it was they who had robbed the prosecutor. 

Held, that this defence involved an imputation on the character of 
these witnesses within the meaning of section 1 (f) (it.) of the Criminal 


‘ | Evidence 4 0 he 88-6 1 d ¢ 
ing-up and not the date of the summons. (3) In voluntary windings-up vidence Act, 1898, and that the appellant could be cr zamined as 


to a previous convic tion in accordance with the provisions of the section 
The words “unless . . « (tt) the nature or conduct of the defence 
id a. . . 9 A ‘ ° ; ] 
is kuch as to involve imputations . . . must receive their ordinary anc 
natural interpretation, and it is not legitimate to qualify them by adding 
or inserting the words ‘‘ unnecessarily” or “ unjustifiably”’ or “ for 
purposes other than that of developing the defence,” or other similar 
words. 


Rex v. Bridgewater (49 Soticrrons’ Journar, 69; 1905, 1 K. B. 131) 


| and Rex v. Preston (53 Soticrrors’ Journat, 322; 1909, 1 K. B. 568 


distinguished. 

This was an appeal against a conviction at the Liverpool City S« 
sions for the larceny of £65 in money and a bank bovk. The prose 
cutor, with a brother and a friend, were in a public-house bar; five 
other men, including the appellant, were also present. When he and 
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the other two were leaving, the prosecutor fell down in a faint, 
and before he left the bar he was robbed of the money and of the bank 
book. The appellant was arrested on the same day, and the bank 
book was found in his possession when he was searched. At the trial 
the appellant’s counsel asked the prosecutor’s brother and his friend, 
who were witnesses for the prosecution, questions suggesting that it was 
they who had robbed the prosecutor. Thereupon the then counsel for the 
prosecution was allowed to cross-examine the appellant, when he gave 
evidence, as to a previous conviction; which he admitted, on the ground 
that the words of section 1 (f) (ii.) of the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, 
“A person charged . . shall not be asked . any question 
tending to shew that he has committed or been convicted of or been 
charged with any offence other than that wherewith he is then charged 

» » unless . . . (ii) « « « the nature or conduct of the 
defence is such as to involve imputations on the character of ° 
the witnesses for the prosecution,’’ applied. No objection was then 
raised by his counsel. It was contended on his behalf, on the appeal, 
that the questions put to the two witnesses were only put in the course 
of developing the defence, and did not involve imputations within the 
meaning of the section, and /’ex v. Bridgewater (49 Soticrrors’ JouRNAL, 
69; 1905, 1 K. B. 131) and Rex v. Preston (53 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
522; 1909, 1 K. B. 568) were cited. For the Crown it was contended 
that the questions to the witnesses were not put by the appellant’s 
counsel for the purpose of eliciting facts in connection with the charge, 
but for the purpose of making an attack on the witnesses in order to 
shew that they were unreliable witnesses, and Jez v. Westfall (7 
Cr. App. Rep. 176) was referred to. It was also contended that as no 
objection to the questions as to the previous conviction was made by 
the appellant’s counsel at the time, it was now too late. 

Lord Atverstone, C.J., read the following written judgment of the 
court :—In this case the appellant was convicted of stealing £65 and a 
Post Office Savings Bank book from one Peter Quinn, and was sen- 
tenced to six months’ hard labour. He applied for leave to appeal 
against conviction on the facts, and alleged misdirection; he also 
appealed on the ground that he was improperly cross-examined as to 
& previous conviction. The appeal was originally heard on Monday, 
the 6th of May, before Bray, Pickford and Avory, JJ. They were ot 
opinion that there was no ground for interfering with the conviction 
upon the evidence or on the ground of misdirection. Upon the ques- 
tion of cross-examination the court was of opinion that, having regard 
to. certain expressions in the judgments of the court in the cases of 
Rex v. Bridgewater (supra) and Rex v. Preston (ubi sup.), it was desir- 
able that this point should be argued before a court of five judges. 
Accordingly the case was re-argued before the Lord Chief Socios, 
Bray, A. T. Lawrence, Pickford, and Avory, JJ., on the 13th of May. 
The facts which gave rise to the questions are as follows : The prose 
cutor, Peter Quinn, and his brother-James, and a man named O’Hanlon, 
were in a public-house between 10.30 and 11 on the night of the 13th 
of February. The prosecutor, Peter Quinn, had in his pocket a bank 
book and a canvas bag containing between £65 and £70. Five other 
persons, including the prisoner, were also in the same part of the public- 
house. After having some drinks, Peter Quinn, the prosecutor, appears 
to have fainted, or fallen on the floor, and was picked up by two or 
three men. While on the ground he felt someone’s hand in his pockets, 
and on recovery missed the bag of money and the bank book. The 
bank book was found in the pocket of the prisoner about 12.30 the 
same night. James Quinn, the prosecutor’s brother, was called to say 
what he had seen in the public-house, and in cross-examination Mr. 
Madden, the counsel defending Hudson, asked him whether he and 
O’Hanlon did not get the £70, and when O’Hanlon was called Mr. 
Madden charged him with robbing the prosecutor and running away 
after robbing him. Later the prisoner was called; and Mr. Marshall, 
the counsel for the prosecution, applied to be allowed to cross-examine 
him as to his career, and the Deputy-Recorder gave him leave. No 
objection was taken by Mr. Madden. Before dealing with the point 
upon the merits we desire to express our concurrence in the observa- 
tions of the court in Rex v. Bridgewater (ubi sup.) as to the absence of 
objection by the prisoner’s counsel. The absence of objection is not 
conclusive, but it is a circumstance to be considered by the court, and 
may, in some cases, have an important bearing upon the question whether 


an appellant should be entitled to raise on appeal the question whether | 


he ought to have been cross-examined. Dealing now with the question 
on its merits, the prisoner’s counsel, in cross-examining the witnesses 
for the prosecution, suggested that each of those witnesses had in fact 
been concerned in the robbery. The court is clearly of opinion that 
such questions are within the words of paragraph (ii.) of clause (£) of 
section 1 of the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, ‘‘unless . . . the 
nature or conduct of the defence is such as to involve imputations on 
the character of . . . witnesses for the prosecution.’’ It was, how- 
ever, contended that certain expressions in the judgment of the court 
in the cases of Rex v. Bridgewater (ubi sup.), Rex v. Preston (ubi 
sup.), and Rex v. Westfall (ubi sup.) put a different construction upon 
the section, and laid down a general rule under which the cross-exam- 
ination was not permissible. The first reported case in which the 
s—e appears to have arisen is the case of Regina v. Marshall (63 
. P., p. 36), in which Darling, J., at the Central Criminal Court, after 
consulting the Recorder and Common Serjeant, ruled that in a case of 
murder, where a prisoner giving evidence alleged that the deceased 
had been killed by her husband, who had been called as a witness for 
the prosecution, she might be allowed to be cross-examined as to pre 
vious convictions. This ruling has been followed on many occasions. 
In Rex v. Bridgewater (ubi sup.) a conviction was quashed on the 
ground that the appellant had been improperly cross-examined. In 


ythat case counsel for the prisoner had cross-examined a detective ser- 
geant Moss, suggesting that the prisoner—who was convicted for steal- 
‘ing copper—had acted under the instructions of Moss in obtaining pos- 
session. These questions put to Moss did not involve any imputation 
on his character, as he admitted that he had previously employed the 
prisoner to obtain information for him, and in giving judgment in that 
case I pointed out that the learned judge in summing up the case had 
told the jury that if they thought the prisoner was in point of fact 
acting under the directions of Moss they should acquit him. In Rex 
v. Preston (ubi sup.) a conviction was also quashed on the ground that 
the prisoner had been improperly cross-examined. In that case counsel 
for the prisoner had questioned the police inspector as to the way in 
which a certain attempt to identify the prisoner had been carried out. 
The prisoner had not been identified on the occasion in question, but 
it was suggested that the method of identification was unfair. My 
brother Channell,*in delivering the judgment of the court, said, at 
p. 576: ‘* The statement in the present case was a mere unconsidered 
remark made by the prisoner without giving any serious attention to 
it, and in our opinion it does not come within section 1, sub-section 
(f) (ii.) of the Act as being an imputation made upon the character of 
‘a witness for the prosecution for the purpose of discrediting his testi 
mony. If that were the nature of the imputation the prisoner could be 
cross-examined as to his character,’’ and in the recent case of Rex v. 
Westfall (ubi sup.), where a prisoner had made an attack on the magis 
trate and members of the police force, and cross-examined the prose- 
cutor as to his being a habitual drunkard, and made a charge of im- 
proper violence against the constable who arrested him, my brother 
Hamilton, J., delivering the judgment of the court, consisting of Chan- 
nell and Lush, JJ., and himself, held that cross-examination of the 
prisoner was not admissible, following Rex v. Bridgewater (ubi sup.) 
and Rex v. Preston (ubi sup.). The decision in these three cases may 
well be supported on grounds which do not touch the question raised 
in the present case. They cannot be treated as laying down a general 





rule applicable to all cases, and in the opinion of the court they are 
| not a complete enunciation of the law under the section. The court 
certainly had no intention in giving judgment in Rex v. Preston (ubi 
sup.) of over-ruling Rex v. Marshall (ubi sup.), which was cited before 
| them in the course of the argument. In our opinion where a prisoner— 
certainly when defended by counsel—has through that counsel accused 
the witnesses of having committed the crime with which he, the 





prisoner, is charged, the case comes directly within the section, and 
the prisoner can be cross-examined as to his character or previous con- 
victions. We think that the words of the section, ‘‘unless . . . 
(ii.) the nature or conduct of the defence is such as to involve imputa- 
| tions,’’ ete., must receive their ordinary and natural interpretation, 
and that it is not legitimate to qualify them by adding or inserting 
the words ‘‘ unnecessarily’ or “‘ unjustifiably ’’ or ‘‘ for purposes other 
than that of developing the defence,’’ or other similar words.—CounsEL, 
for the appellant, W. Madden; for the Crown, A. F. Griffith. Sott- 
crrors, J. A. Behn, Liverpool; Director of Public Prosecutions, 
[Reported by C G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Obituary. 
Mr. J. E. G. Bradford. 


Mr. James Edward Goddard Bradford, solicitor, died at Bath 
last week, at the age of 84-years. He was the son of the late Mr. 
James Bradford, of Swindon, the principal solicitor of that town, 
where, says the Bath ad Wilts Chronicle, his father, grandfather, 
and great grandfather had a legal practice before him. There have 
been Bradfords, solicitors of Swindon, since 1702, and the firm is 
now carried on by the deceased’s nephew, Mr. C. C. Bradford, under 
the style of Bradford and Co. Mr. Bradford was educated at Win- 
chester, and after his admittance as a solicitor took up the famil 
practice, and held many important offices in Swindon. He was cler 
to the justices, clerk to the Poor Law guardians, steward of the 
| Broad ‘Town Charity, and agent of the Charterhouse, that famous 
London school having large estates in the neighbourhood of Swindon. 
In 1891 Mr. Bradford retired from practice, and took up his residence 
| in Bath, where he rendered valuable service on the city council and 
in connection with charitable institutions. He was a keen supporter 


of cricket. 
Mr. E. P. Crow?y. 


Mr. Edward Percy Crowdy, of Faringdon, Berks, died on the 
3rd inst. of pneumonia, following upon a heavy cold. Mr. Crowdy, 
who was admitted in 1873, was registrar of the Faringdon County 
Court, clerk to the magistrates for the Faringdon Petty Sessional 
Division, and clerk to the Rural District Council for — pur- 
poses. He was also a member of the Committee of the Berks, Bucks, 
and Oxfordshire Incorporated Law Society, and was president of that 
society last year, his term of office having only expired in May last. 
For many years Mr. Crowdy held the pr & of honorary secretary to 
the Old Berks Hunt, and he was one of the joint authors of the 
history of that Hunt from 1760 to 1904. Mr. Crowdy was also 
for many years an officer in the Royal Berkshire Yeomanry. 











It is announced that Mr. William Bock Ayling, of the Indian Civil 
Service, has been appointed a Puisne Judge of the High Court of 
Judicature at Fort St. George, Madras. 
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Legal News, 


Appointments, 


Mr. Joun Antnowy Hawxe, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Recorder of Plymouth, in the room of Dr. Blake Odgers, who has 
been appointed Recorder of Bristol. 


Mr. F. Bainstey-Hanpsr, J.P., solicitor, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner of the Supreme Court of the Gold Coast Colony. Mr. 


Brinsley-Harper is a member of the firm of Messrs. Lumley and Lumley, 
and was admitted in March, 1891. 
=——=- 
Changes in Partnerships, &c. 
Dissolution. 


Cronce Epwarp Mose and Herpernt Moser, solicitors (Moser and 
Sons), Kendal, May 18. (Gazette, May 31. 





Information Required. 


GEORGE SMART and ANNIE SMART.—Wanted information 
as to the present address of George Smart and Annie Smart, 
the children of James Montgomery Smart, of New York, who was 
drowned with the ‘Titanic.’ The children are believed to have 
been educated at a private school near Glasgow or Edinburgh, and to 
be in receipt of an allowance from a firm of solicitors acting for trustees 
of a settlement.—Reply to Hindle, Son and Cooper, Solicitors, Darwen, 
Lancashire. 

WILLIAM LLOYD SUTTON, Deceased.—Will any solicitor who 
prepared a will for William Lloyd Sutton, deceased, formerly of 
Lee, Kent, afterwards of ‘ Heatherlea,’’ Whitepost Hill, Redhill, 
Surrey, and late of Burnside, South Nutfield, Surrey, please communi- 
cate — Paul B. Tiddeman, Solicitor, 28, Martin’s Lane, Cannon 
Street, E.C.? 


General. 


In the Supreme Court of the United States not long since, says the 
Evening Standard, an official, when the judge called out for the crier 
to open the court, said; ‘‘ May it please your honour, the crier can’t 
cry to-day because his wife is dead.”’ 

It is announced that Madrid has been chosen for the meeting place 
next year of the International Law Association, with Senor Canalejas, 
Spanish Premier, as president. Vice-Presidents for each nation have 
also been elected, Mr. Justice Darling in the case of Great Britain. 


It is stated that Mr. Hicks-Beach, Mr. Beck, Mr. Brunner, Mr. Ellis 
Davies, Major Anstruther-Gray, Mr. Hamersley, Mr. Keir Hardie, 
Mr. Lardner, Sir Wilfrid Lawson, Mr. Perkins, and Mr. Wiles are the 
members to be nominated as the Select Committee to inquire into the 
existing requirements of the law as to the procedure prescribed in con- 
nection with the Inclosure and. Regulation of Commons, and to report 
whether any alterations are desirable. The Masier of Elibank has put 
down the motion for the appointment of the committee. 


The London Gazette of the 31st of May contains an Order in Council 
rearranging the boundaries of the County of London for coroners’ 
purposes and for the purposes of the Coroners Act, 1844. The re- 
adjustments are made in order that the boundaries of the coroners’ 
districts shall coincide, so far as is reasonably practicable, with the 
boundaries of the Metropolitan boroughs. The alterations contained 
in the schedules appended to the Order affect the Eastern, North- 
Eastern, Central, Western, Southern, South-Western, and South- 
Eastern coroners’ districts. 

At the meeting last week of the Middlesex County Council, says the 
Times, a letter was read from the Commissioners of Works inviting the 
council to co-operate inthe preservation of ancient monuments and 
historic buildings, and intimating that where the expense of preserving 
monuments of national importance is heavy it might fittingly be 
defrayed from national rather than local resources. Acting on this 
suggestion, the General Purposes Committee made inquiries in the 
county, and now recommended that a list of buildings, earthworks, and 
ancient monuments should be forwarded to the Office of Works as 
worthy of preservation. 

At the Huddersfield County Court on Tuesday, says the Z'imes, his 
Honour Judge Longstaffe delivered his reserved judgment in a case 
under the Workmen's Compensation Act, in which an application had 
been made for the review and termination or, in alternative, the 
diminution of the weekly payment of 12s. 3d. awarded on July 20, 
1909, to Irvine Moorhouse, a miner, in respect of an accident on 
March 2, 1909, when he contracted the eye disease known as ‘‘ miners’ 
nystagmus.’ At the hearing of the case, medical men stated that 
the respondent could bring on nystagmus at will. His Honour said 
he was convinced that the respondent had been malingering in the 
sense that he had discovered and used means whereby he could pro- 
duce within reasonable limits for such period as he desired all the 
symptoms of miners’ nystagmus. At the same time, he was still 
suffering from the disease. The judge, therefore, reduced. payment 
from 12s. 3d. to a penny per week. 
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Lord Justice Vaughan Williams is reported by the Bvening Standurd 
to have remarked, on Wednesday, in Appeal Court No. 1, that “ Speciaj 
juries are not abolished yet ; they are tottering, but they still exist.’ 

On Monday, says the Times, Messrs. Hodgson and Co. began the 
five days’ of the first portion of the extensive library of the late 
Mr. Charles Letts, solicivor, of Bartlett’s-buildings, Holborn, who died 
a year or so ago. His library became so great that, like Heber of a century 
ago, he had to hire store rooms apart from his residence. Even 
Messrs. Hodgson’s large room was insufficient to display the whole of 
the first portion. Monday's sale produced a total of about £685. 


Mr. Stuart Wortley has, says the Parliamentary correspondent of the 
Times, put down the following motion relating to the Public Trustee 
Act :—‘* That an humble Address be presented to His Majesty. praying 
that he will be graciously pleased to annul the Public Trustee Rules, 
1912, made under the Public Trustee Act, 1906, and dated the 15th 
day of Apeil, 1912, so far as respects section 6 (d) of the said rules, 
which authorizes the Public Trustee to accept as custodian trustee any 
trust created or declared by any trust instrument.” 


The case of Meier v. Dublin Corporation (1912, 2 Ir. R. 129) deals 
with a point under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, says a writer 
in the Law Magazine, which, though reasonably plain, does not seem 
previously to have been covered by an express decision. The statu- 
tory liability, under Section 4 of the Act of 1906, upon a con- 
tractor and a principal for compensation in case of accident to a 
workman, is not joint or joint and several; it is strictly alternative. 
Therefore the workman must elect against which of them he will 
proceed. When he has once made this election, as by obtaining an 
award against the contractor who employed: him, he cannot + 
another chance, because, by reason of the contractor becoming 
bankrupt and the insuring company going into liquidation, he has been 
unable to realise more than a small portion of the sum awarded 
him. In the present case, there was a failure to serve on the 
principal notice of the accident and claim within the prescribed 
time; but the broad proposition above stated wag sufficient to dispose 
of the case without this. 


Mme. Rachel Vuille, aged thirty-three, of Neuchatel, a widow, was, 
says a correspondent of the Hvening Standard, admitted to the Bar 
at Geneva last week, and was warmly received by her confréres. She 
is probably the first widow in the world to be admitted to the Bar. 
When I called upon Mme. Vuille, who has entered into paciporenly 
with a well-known lawyer, I had to wait some time, as she ha 
already clients, two being women in trouble. ‘‘ My life,’’ she said, 
‘‘was broken by my misfortunes, and to have a gval in life and also 
to forget, I began to study for the Bar, though I knew the studies 
would be difficult. I passed the examinations within three years, 
the shortest time possible, and I am rather proud of the fact, because 
many take a longer time. It is not from a financial point of view 
that I have taken up the law, but simply to have a profession and 
to help women, though, of course, I receive, men clients. I think a 
woman lawyer can defend a woman prisoner, especially in I cases, 
better than a man counsel, because there is more sympathy between 
women, and in a delicate case a woman will confide more to an 
avocate than to an avocat. Yes, I designed my ‘avocate gown’ 
myself (as we have no official one, as in France), and I hope it is 
serious enough.”’ 

In the absence of the Lord Chief Justice, Lord Justice Fletcher 
Moulton presided at the annual congress of the International Associa- 
tion for the Protection of Industrial Property. He said, secoeding to 
the 7Z'imes, that England had the most remarkable patent history of all 
the nations. It possessed a patent law at least 200 or 300 years earlier 
than any other nation, because, although it really never had a law, the 
judges refused to recognize any favours granted by the King in any 
way of monopolies unless they were satisfied that there was in them 
something new and something worth calling an invention. That went 
on for two centuries, ne one daring to bring into court a monopoly 
unless it was a monopoly for an invention. At last the Legislature 
passed a section of the law declaring that no monopoly was good unless 
it was for a good invention, and that seemingly negative clause lasted for 
two centuries. The patent laws of other nations had had a worthier 
birth, and had been thought out more or less independently. In 
questions of industrial property it was not only necessary that there 
should be good laws, but that there should be harmonious 
laws in different countries. In his opinion, the Congress 
was engaged in building the foundations of the desired 
harmony. Treccalias to refer to trade marks, Lord Justice Fletcher 
Moulton described them as a curse to the fraudulent trader and 4 
natural. bond between character and success in trade. Some day the 
nations would have to face the question of adulteration, and insist that 
a manufacturer who wilfully adalterated and sold goods for what they 
were not would have to be recognized as having committed a crime. 
On the other hand, the idolatry of the imperfect methods of olden 
times, and the conception that sverything that. was not made as their 
grandfathers made it must therefore be falsification, would bar to the 
world. the enjoyment of all the great advances made in chemistry an 
its allied sciences; Governments would have to draw the line between 
the proper use of that which was good and the dishonesty which used 
that which was not good. When that line, difficult as it was to draw, 
was i it would, in his epson, only be rendered effectual by 
a system of trade marks. Unlabelled s would be driven out of the 
market. Goods from manufacturers who were willing to attach their 
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names indelibly to them and to accept responsibility for what they did, 
with the knowledge that if they adulterated them conviction and 
punishment were certain, would be the goods that would monopolise the 
market. 








Rorat Navy.—-Parents thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 4 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application. Publication Department, Gieve, 
Ve & Seagrove, Ltd., 65, South Molton-street, London, W.— 
[Advt. 








Wuy Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Limirep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota or Reaisrreans tx ATTENDANCE oy 


Date. Emrrerxcy <Arrrat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 







OTA. No. 2. Joyoxr. Swinrew Eapy. 
Monday June 10 Mr Goldschmidt Mr Greswell Mr Bloxam Mr Borrer 
Tuesday vee... 11 Borrer Bloxam Beal Leach 
Wednesday ..... 12 Leach Beal Syngas Greswell 
Thursday......... 13 Church Borrer Farmer Beal 


Friday ... a» 0 Synge Goldsshmidt Churen Bloxan 
Saterday ......... 16 Farmer Leach Goldschmidt Synge 





Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
‘3 Wasrrnetox. NRvILLE. Paxkes. Eva. 
Morday June 10 Mr Beal Mr Leach Mr Charch Mr Farmor 
écsmmece BS Greswell Goldschmidt Farmer Synge 
Borrer Church Goldschmidt Bloxam 





Synge Greswell Leach Goldschmidt 
Farmer Beal Borrer Leach 
Bloxam Borrer Greswe!l Charch 
TRINIFY SITTINGS, 1912. 
COURT OF APPEAL. | Thursday ...13 ..Mots and non-wit list 
| [eriday covcee 14 ...No sitting 
Apreat Covar I. Paturday ...15...Non-wii list 


ace | Monday......17.,.8itting ia chambers 

Exparie Applications, and Appeals from | Tuerds 13 § Sht caus, pets, fur con 

the Kings Bench D vision ({ateriooa- j* 2uesday » 29) and non-w.t list 

tory Lut) and possib'y some King's | Wednesday 19; it Li 

Bench Fmel and New Trial Appeals will | ‘Thursday ».20 | Nom-wit list 

be taken on Tuesiay, the 4th Juns. | Friday ...... 21...Mots and non-wit list 
Kiog’s Bench F.na! and New Trial Appeals | s di 22} Manchester and Liverpool 

will be in the Paper on Wednesday, the | %turday ...22) business 

5th June, and cuntinucd unti! farther | Monday....,.24...8itting in chambers 

notic.. Tuesday .. g5 ) 82t cw3, pets, fur oon, 


lear { and non-wit ist 
Arrnat Cover IT. Wednesday 26 


Exparte Applications and Interlocutory | Thursday ed Non-wit lis’ 
Appeals will be in the Paper for hear- | Friday ...... 28...Mots and non-wit list 
ing on the 4th June. Saturday ...29 ..Non-wit list 
The following Aypea!,and probably som? | Mon., July 1 ..Sitting in chambers 
Appeals from the Chancery Division T ia g { Sht caus, pets, far con, 
(ucnesel List), will bo taken on the Gesday + ~) and non-wit list 
“ ae : yreinesing : ' Non-wit list 
County Palatiue Court of Lancastor | ws y s0 ts 
(Fal List). Friday ..... 5 ..Mots and non-wit list 
Thompson and others vy. Haworh | Saturday ... 6...Non-wit hst 
apor. of Deft. from judgt. cf The Monday...... 8...8itting in chambers 
Viee-Chanceilor of the Couxty Paia- | Tuesday ... 9 { Sht emg, yg fur con, 
tine of Lancaster (se; cown 13th { and noa-wit list 


Feb., 1912) leave to adduce f.rth Wednesday 10} » -wit li 
aah” a e farther Thursday ...11 § m-wit list 


‘ ; Friday ..,,...12...Mots and non-wit list 
And on the 6:h June thef lowing Appeal | Saturday 13 Liverpool and M snchest:r 


will be taken : — business 
From the King’s Bench Divis‘on, | Monday......15...8itting in chambers 
(Final and New Tria! List.) | Taesday ...1¢) 8ht caus, pets, fur con, 


(and no.-wit list 

Truman, Hanbury, Buxton & Co.,| Wednesday 17 tne it li 
Lid, vy. “Tho Eagle,” 217, Great | Thurstay ...18 } ~°2°¥ ist 
College-street, N.W. (Revenue side) | Friday ...... 19 ..Mots and non-wit list 
appl. of Petors. from order of Mr. | Saturday ...20 ..Non-wit list 
Justice Hamilton (set down 15th | Monaday......22 ..Sitting in chambers 
May, 1912) and mo:ion to adduce | Tuesda: 23 } Sht caus, pets, farcon, and 
further evidance (by order) . TF « “9 ) non-wit list 


Followed by Chancery Appeals (Jeneral ) amar mea 24? Noa-wit list 
. } od - nrsday...25 § 
List) which will bs continued until Friday 26 ..Mots and non-wit list 
further notice is given. ca gy oy { Manchester and Li verpoo! 
Saturday . 37 { Noslanes 
Monday ...... 29...S8itting in chambers 
. Sht caus, pets, far con 
Taesday ...30 { and non-wit list ’ 
Wednesday 31 ..Non-wit list 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Lorp CaAncELLOR’s Covar. 
Mr. Justice JOYCE. 
Tues., Jane 4 { Mots, sht cau, pets, fur 


ae 5 con, and non-wi, list 
nesday : +6 1 
Thureday... 6 } Non-wit list 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day befoxe the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. ‘Two copies of minutes of che pro- 


Friday ....... 7...Mots and non-wit list posed judgment or order must be left 

Saturday .., 8 ‘ ee and Manchester = ¢ — with the judge’s clerk one clear 
- . . f : 

Monday... ...10...Sitting in chambers dag fC LAT 


Sht caus, pets, far con, and 
Tuesday 11} oon wit vet 


Wedccsiay 12...Non-wit list 


paper. In defauls the cause will not ve 
put in the paper. 

N.8.—The following papers on farther con- 
sideration are required for the use ot the 








Just Published. Price #1. 


VENDOR AND PURCHASER 
OF REAL ESTATE. 


By EDGAR A. SWAN, Barvis‘er-at-Lac. 


The author Fas endeavoured to prodace a book that world b2 usefal for reatly 
reference upon questions of everyday practical utility. The practitioner will find ali the 
leiding principles therein, and a!so adequate guides wher: to seek for informatio: on 
unusually abstruse points. The changes effected by the Finance (1909-10) Act and the 
Conveyancing Act, 1911, have been incorporated. 


CONTENTS— 
The Contract of Sale Title. 
Parties under Disab!lities. Incidents of Tenure. 
Conditions of Sale. Inyes igation of Title. Stamps. 
Sales under the Lands Repudiation and Rescission. Duties on Land Valu s, 
Clauses and other Acts. Compiction. Death Duties. 


SWZET & MAXWELL, Ltp., 3, CHANCerY LANE, Lonpon, W.C. 
LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 


MITED. 
THANET HOUSE, 231-232 STRAND, LONDON, W.C. 


OPPORITE THE LAW COURTS. 
REMOVED FROM No. 2, LINCOLN'S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
EstTas.isHeD 1853, 

iii. mm « = 
Debenture Stock oan a eal oe .-» £331,130 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON, 
Forms of Proposal and full informaiion can be obtained at the Society's Offices. 

W. OSCAR NASH, F.1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 


Rights and Liabilities after 
Completion. 











Jadg*, viz. :—Two copies of minutes of ° o § Uompanies Acts and non- 

the proposed order 1 copy pleadings, 1 Tuesday ..9 Cwis list 

copy judgment, and 1 copy master’s verti Wednesday 31 . Non-wit lis’ 

ficate, which muss be left in court with N.B.—The-e will be no Saturday Sittings, 

the judgy’s clerk one clear day before but the Vourt wiil sit till 4.30 on other 

the farther consideration is ready to days 

coms into the paper, Any caus? intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day bef»re the 
same can be put in the paper to bs so 
heard, The necessary papers, inclad- 
ing two copies of minutes of the pro- 
posed juigment or order, must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk not lass 
than one clear day before the cause is to 
be putin ths paper. In default the cause 
will not be put in the paper. 

N.B.—The following papers on farther 

- consideration are required for the use of 

Tuesday .....11{ VOmparies Acts and non-/| the judge, viz. :—Two copiesof miautes 
% Cwit list | of the proposed judgment or ordar, 1 

Wednesday 12 .. Non-wit list ere copy pleadings, and 1 copy master’s 

Thursday ...13 , Mots and non-wit list certificate. ‘These must be left in court 

Friday ...... 14..No sitting with the judge’s clerk not less than 

Wond v | r a Ont. ng a one clear day befvre the mes con- 
onday ......174 [a Coart— o _ : eel : 7 

y \ ‘gus causand pws sideration is ready to come into the paper. 


Cuancery Covar I. 
Ma. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 


Tues., Jane 4...Mots ani non-wit -_ 
{ Companies Acts and non- 
Wednesdsy 5 ) wit list | 
Thursday ,.. 6 .. Non-wit list 
Friday ..... 7...Mots and non-wit list 
{ Sitting in chambers 
Ia Cuurt —at 3 o’clock — 


Monday ...10 
\ Sht ca is and pews 


) Jompanies Acts aad non- | 
Tuesday ...13 ) wit list 
ede 3p | Noa-wit list 
Friday ......21...Mots and non-wit liat 

{ Sitting in chambers 
Monday ...... 24. In Court—st 3 o’clock— 

Sht caus ani pets | 
Tuosd 25} Companies Acts ani non- 
uesday ...29 ) wit list 


Wednesday 26 wit li 
Thursday ...2? } Non-wit list ; 
Friday ...... 28...Mots and non-wit list 

‘ Sitting in chambers 
Mon., Jaly 14 la Cour:—at 3 o’clock— 


Caancery Covrr II. 
’ Ma. Justice WARRINGTON. 


Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Causa Liet Mr, Justice 
Warrington will take Actions with Wit- 
nesses throughout the Sittings, — 

The Court will sit at 10.15 and rise at 
4.15 each day except Saturday, when 
thone will be no sitting. 


Cuaascery Covat III. 
Ma, Justice NEVILLE, 
Except when ot‘er B.siness is advertised 
\ Sht caus and pets in the Daily Oanse Li.t Mr. Justice 
)Compaiies Acts and non- Neville will take Actions with Witnes-es 
( wit lust throughout the Sittings. k 
The Court will sit at 10,16 and rise at 4,15 
eac day excapt Saturday, waen there 
will be no sitting, 


Tursday ... 2 


Wedaeeday 3) ' 
Thursday ¥ 4) Non-wit list Be 
Friday ..,... 5...Mota and non wit list 
f Sitting in chambers 
Monday ... 84 In Court—at 3 o’clock— 
Sht crus and pets 


) Comp aniss’ Ac.s and non: | 
Tuesday ... 9) wit list 


Cuaancery Covat IV. 
Mr. Justice PARKER. 
In this Court the work will be taken as 


Wednesday 10} * foilows :— 
Thursday vit j Non-wit list Mondays, 10.30a.m,—Ohambsr Som- 
Friday ......12 ..Mots ani non-wit list | monsss. 


3.0 p.m. — Short Causes. 
Tu sdays. — Further oonsiderations, 
petitions, and non-witness list, 
Vompanies Acis and non- Wedaesdays.—Non-witness list. 
Tuesday ...16 i wit list T aur sdays.—Noa-witne:s list. 
Wednesday 17 | non wit list Fridays.—Moti ms and non-witne 16 list 
Thureday ...18 § \O"-W¥ | There will bo no Saturday sitt-ngs, but 
Friday ...... 19...Mots and non-wit list | the Court will sit till 4.30 on other days: 
Sitting in chambers 
Monday ...22, In Court—at 3 o'clock = 
Sht caus and p.ts 


. . ) Companies Acts and noa- 
Tuesday 23 | wit.list 


Sitting in chambers 
Monday .....15 Ia Court— ut 3 o’clock— 
\ Sht caus and pets 


Kixa’s Bexcu Cover. 
Ma. Justice EVE. 

Manes whee other Dering > a aivertiond 
Wednesday 24}. +. 1 in the Daily Oanse List ons wi 
Thursday "25 j Non-wit list Witnesses will bs taken throaghout the 
Friday ......26 . Mots ani non-wit liat Sittings. 

Sitting in chambers Doring these Sittings the Court wil sit 
Monday...... 29/ In Court —at 3 o’clock each day uatil 430 pm., on 

3 Sht caus and pets Sat trdays when thére will be no sitting 
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Retropolitan Drinking Fountain 


Cattle Crough Association. 


Patroness-HER MOST GRACIOUS MAJESTY QUEEN ALEXANDRA 
Presid:nt—HIS GRACE THE DUKE OF PORTLAND, K.G. 
Chairman—Major-General LORD GCHEYLESMORE, K.C.Y.O. 


FUNDS URGENTLY NEEDED. 





This Association is the only one of its kind. It has erected 947 
Drinking Fountains for human beings and over 1,751 Troughs for horses 
and dogs. 

Supported by Voluntary Contributions. 

It is estimated that 913,000,cco drink at the Association’s Trough 
and Fountains in cne year. 

It promotes temperance. Confers the blessing of a refreshing drink 
of water on the hard-worked horses in the streets. Encourages kindness 
to animals, 





Assistance is raqiirad to erect more Fountains and Troughs 
in the Streets to keop pace with the rapid and enormous 
growth of the Metropolis and Provincial Towns. 


Contribution; grate fully ac knowledged by the Secretary, 
Captain W. SIMPSON, 70, Victoria Street, Westminster. 
Che} tes aid Postal Orders should be crossed ‘ Barclay & Co.’ 


FORM OF BEQUEST. 








J bequeath the sum of lo he pata (Free of Duty) ti 
the Treasurer for the time being of the Metropolitan Di inking Fountain 
and Catil: Trough A fatie be at the a ul of the Commit 
for the time being of the said Association. 

— 





COURT Ok APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1912. 
The appeals or other business proposed to be taken will, from time 
to time, be announced in the daily cause list. 


FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved 
Divorce Scott otherwise Morgan v Scott appl of petitioner from order 
of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Dec 4, 1911 (ea vy March 9) 
(re-heard before the full Court of Appe il, May 4 and 6) (cay 
May 6) 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE. DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), 
AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

(General List.) 
1911. 

F M Bilton (spinster) v Geo Stanfield appl of deft from order of Mi 
Justice Joyce, dated July 31, 111, and cross-notice by pltff, dated 
Jan 4, 1912 (so liberty to apply) Nov 10 

In the Matter of the Imprisoned Debtors Discharge Soc Act, 1856, 
and In the Matter of the Society for the Discharge and Relief of 
Persons Imprisoned for Small Debts throughout England and Wales 
app! of H B H Hamilton from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated 
Dec 6, 1911 part heard Dec 22 

1912. 

In re A H Solomon, dec Nore v Meyer appl of pltff from order of 
Mr Justice Warrington, dated Nov 21, 1911 part heard (so Jan 16 

Collins & Sons v Green & Cadbury Id appl of pltffs from order of Mi 
Justice Joyce, dated Jan 18,1912 Jan 22 

British, Foreign and Colonial Automatic Light Controlling Co ld and 
anr v Metropolitan Gas Meters Jd appl of pltffs from order of Mi 
Justice Warrington, dated Dec 14, 1911 Jan 24 

Metropolitan Water Board v Phillips appl of deft from order of Mi 
Justice Parker on special case, dated Dec 20, 1911 Jan 26 

In re E A Oliveri, dec Hamill and ors v Rusconi and ors appl of 
pltffs from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 10, 1911 Feb 7 

In re Wareham, dec Wareham v Brewin appl of pltff from order of 
Mr Justice Neville, dated Jan 15, 1912 Feb 7 

Pountney v Cattell appl of pltff in forma pauperis in person from 
order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Feb 5, 1912 Feb 8 





In the Matter of La Société Anonyme Le Ferment Applications, N, 
521,882 and 321,883 and In the Matter of the Trade Marks Act, 1905 
appl of applicants from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Dec 21, 1911 
Feb 12 

Dotesio v Biss appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated 
Jan 30, 1912 (security ordered) Feb 12 

In re James Poultney, dec James Thorne Poultney v Gains Phili; 
Poultney and ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Joy e 
dated Jan 19, 1912 Feb 20 ; 

Crowley v Eckenstein and ors appl of pitff from order of Mr Just 
Eve, dated Jan 17, 1912 (produce order) Feb 27 

In re W Walter, dec Turner v Walter and ors appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Jan 25,1912 March 1 

Kirsopp v Highton appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Warringt 
dated Dec 7, 1911 March 5 

In re Brooks, dee Brooks v Brooks appl of pltff from order of M: 
Justice Eve, dated Feb 13,1912 March 5 

In re Sir J B Maple, dec and In re Conveyancing Act ‘appl of G E B 
Weigall from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated March 8.1912 March 20 

Dade v Richards and ors appl of deft A J Paine from order of Mr 
Justice Neville, dated March 7, 1912 March 21 

In re Trade Marks Act, 1905, and In re Application, No 328,854, | 
R J Lea Id for registration of trade mark appl of R J Lea Id from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Feb 19, 1912 March 22 

Harman v The Takinta Oil Co Id appl of deft Co from order of M: 
Justice Parker, dated March 13, 1912 (s o not before June 1 
March 27 

In re Knollys’ Settlement Saunders v Haslam appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Feb 21, 1912 March 28 

In re Salmen, dec Salmen v Bernstein appl of Bernstein and Friend 
from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated Jan 16, 1912 March 29 

Stone v Stone appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Warrington, 
dated Jan 25, 1912 March 30 

In re J Soames, dec Fergusson v Saxton and anr appl of deft, KE 5 
Saxton, from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated March 20, 1912 
April 4 

Attorney-Gen at relation of Albert Davidson and Albert Davidson v 
Sheffield Corpn appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated 
Feb 23, 1912 April 13 

In re Welby, dec Welby v Welby and ors appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Neville, dated March 20, 1912 April 17 

Gillette Safety Razor Co v Anglo-American Trading Co ld and Bent 
and Parker Id appl defts from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated 
April 3, 1912 April 17 

In re Robert Stephenson and Co ld Poole v The Company appl ‘ 
deft S J Coulson from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated March 2 
1912 April 20 

In re Pearce, dec Eastwood v Pearce and ors appl of P A Bull, a 
deft, from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated March 7, 1912, and 
cross-notice by C L Wooley, dated May 7, 1912 April 350 

Zeegen and anr v Isaacs appl of deft in form& pauperis from orde1 
of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 25, 1912 May 7 

In re Bonacina, dec Le Brasseur v Bonacina and ors appl of Gra- 
conia Mira from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated April 30, 1912 (| 
duce order) May 13 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 and 1907 In the Matter of Th 
Imperial Food Supplies Id appl of Bottle Cold Storage, ete fro 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated April 2, 1912 May 20 

Fraser v Fear and ors appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated 

In re Mary Ann Faraker, dee Faraker and ors v Durell and ors app! 
of Attorney-Gen from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Feb 23, 1912 
May 21 

In the Matter of The Trade Marks Acts, 1905, and In the Matter of 
an Application, No 335,813, by Benz et Cie, etc trade mark app! of 
applicants from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Jan 15, 1912 May 21 

In the Matter of the Estate of Edward Pink, dec Pink v Pink app! 
of defts, A Moore and E Moore, from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated 
Jan 30, 1912 May 22 

In re Broadwood, dec Edward v Broadwood appl of executors from 
order of Mr. Justice Neville, dated April 17, 1912 May 22 (from 
interlocutory list, by order) ; 

Osram Lamp Works Id v Z Electric Lamp Manufacturing Co Id app! 
of defts from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated May 21, 1912 
(produce order) May 22 

The Tottenham Urban District Council v Rowley appl of deft from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated May 11, 1912 May 25 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1910. 
in re John MecFee, dec MeFee v Toner and ors (by original ction) 
Edwards and anr v Toner and ors (by order) appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated July 9, 1910 (so liberty to appl) 


to restore) July 30 
1912. 


tors 


In the matter of Reginald Henry Thurlow Baker, one of the solicit 
of the Supreme Court appl of R H T Baker from refusal of Mr 
Justice Warrington, dated Jan 11, 1912 part heard (stand over) 
Jan 30 
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Divorce Wilder v Wilder & Charters appl of respt from order of | 
the President, dated March 30, 1912 April 9 
H Stevenson & Son Id v Brownell and anr (Healy and ors Clmts) 
of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated March 26, 
April 10 
Will v The United Lankat Plantations Co 1d 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated April 30, 1912 
Lewis v Lewis appl of Elsie Olliver, applicant 
Justice Joyce, dated May 20,1912 May 22 
In re Thomas, dec Sutton, Camden & Co ld vy Thomas appl of deft 
from order of Mr Justice Joye e, dated May 10, 1912 May 22 
FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial 
1912. 
appl of applicant from judgt 
April 11 
Edith Isabella Mary Loraine, 
respt from judgt of The 


appl | 
1912 


appl of defts from 
May 15 


from refusal of Me 


List. ) 


Divorce Warren v Warren of The 
President, dated April 1, 1912 
Divorce Wilfred Howard Loraine v 
Joseph Murphy, co-respondent appl of 
President, dated Jan 22, 1912 April 20 
Divorce Tanner v Tanner appl of respt from judgt of The President, 
dated May 9, 1912 May 18 
FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT 
(Final List.) 
1911. 


app! of deft from judgt of The Vice- 
1912 


OF LANCASTER. 


Thompson and ors v Haworth 
Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated Feb 1, 
(s o for June 6, with witnesses, by order) Feb 13 

Gaskell and ors v The Lancashire and Cheshire Mines Federation and 

appl of pltffs from order of The Deputy Vice-Chancellor of the 

ster (Manchester District), dated March 25, 


ors 
County Palatine of Lan 
1912 April 10 

Widnes Corpn v Davies appl of pltffs from order of The Vice-Chan 
cellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster (Liverpool District), dated 
April 25, 1912 April 16 

Gartside v Thompson appl of deft from order of The Vice-Chancellor 
of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated May 6, 1912 May 21 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION, 


(In. Bankruptcy.) 
7 (Judgment Reserved.) 
In re S W Hart Expte A E Green, the Trustee v E M Hart (spinster) 


and Flora Lomas (spinster) appl of Flora Lomas from the order of 
The Hon Mr Justice Phillimore,.perfected on April 18, 1912 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re George Darlington Simpson Expte The Debtor v John Gibb, Son 
and Smith, Creditors from an order of The Hon Mr Justice Philli 
more, made herein on the 25th day of April, 1912 

In re A Debtor (No 2 of 1912) Expte The Judgment Creditors v The 
Debtor from an order of the Divisional Court (Phillimore and Bray, 
JJ), dated the 22nd day of April, 1912, dismissing with costs an appl 
from an order, dated 28th of Feb, 1912, made herein by the County 
Court of Middlesex (Brentford) 

In re A Debtor (No 837 of 1912) Expte The Judgment Creditors v | 
The Debtor from an order of Mr Registrar Linklater, dated the 
25th day of April, 1912, and perfected on the 29th day of April, 
1912, setting aside with costs the bankruptcy notice issued herein 

In re The Debtor (No 1,192 of 1912) Expte The Debtor v The Judg 

ment Creditors from an order of Mr Registrar Hope, made herein 

on the 15th day of May, 1912, dismissing with costs an appln to set 
aside the bankruptcy notice issued herein 
re D M Lewis Expte The Official Receiver, Trustee v Howell 

Powell from an order of the Divisional Court (Phillimore and Bray, 

JJ), dated the 24th day of April, 1912, reversing an order of the 

County Court of Herefordshire (Hereford), dated the 28th day of 

March, 1912 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 


(Judgments Reserved.) 


North Western Salt Co ld v Electrolytic Alkali Co Id 
from judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury, 
dated June 21, 1911 (c a v March 7) 

Peterson v The Fairfield Shipbuilding and Engineering Co ld and 
D G Pinkney appln of The Fairfield Shipbuilding, &e Co ld for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 8, 1911, 
at trial before Mr Justice Bray and a special jury, City of London 
(ca v May 23) 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1911. 

McRae v Penman (Gee & Sheen 3rd parties) appli of Gee from judgt 
of Mr Justice Lawrance, without a jury, Middlesex, dated April 6, | 
1911 (to be heard in Court No 1—s 0 to be mentioned) June 2 


In 


appl of defts 
Middlesex, 


Doleman & Sens v Ossett Corpn appl of pltffis from judgt of Mr 
Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Leeds, dated July 28, 1911 part 
heard (s 0) Dec 22 

1912. 

Jackson v The United Metropolitan Press ld and anr appln of pltff 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 17, 
1911, at trial before Mr Justice Scrutton and a common jury, London 
Jan 25 

Mayor, &c of Swansea v Harper appl of applicants from judgt of 
The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Pickford and Avory, dated 
Jan 25, 1912 Jan 26 

Cave v anr v Horsell appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Philli- 
more, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 13, 1912 Feb 6 

Brockman and ors v The Mayor, &c of the Borough of Folkestone 
appl of applicants Brockman and ors from judgt of The Lord Chief 
Justice and Justices Hamilton and Bankes, dated Dec 13, 1911 
Feb 8 

Genn v Winkel appl of deft from judgment of Mr Justice Scrutton, 
dated Feb 2, 1912, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 10 

Dare v Bognor Urban District Council appln of defts from judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 5, 1912, at triel 
before Mr Justice Avory and a common jury, Middlesex Feb 14 

Ginsburg and anr v Jacques and ors appln of defts Jacques and the 
Jewish Press ld for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and 
judgt, dated Feb 2, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice Phillimore and 
a special jury, Middlesex Feb 15 

Smith v Boocock appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 13, 1912 Feb 23 
srand’s Pure Spelter Co ld v Morriss & Carlisle ld appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 
25, 1912 Feb 26 

Padbury v Holliday & Greenwood and anr appln of defts Holliday 
& Greenwood for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated Feb 16, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice Coleridge and a special 
jury, Middlesex Feb 26 

Stavers & Stavers v Mountain appln of deft for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 20, 1912, at trial before 
Mr Justice Coleridge and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 27 

Fowler & Co v The London Theatre of Varieties Id appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Lush, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
Feb 23, 1912 Feb 29 ‘ 

Irwin v Waterloo Taxicab Co ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 23, 1912, at trial before 
Mr Justice Pickford and a common jury, Middlesex March 4 

Clissold v Richards appl of Clmt, H H Richards, from judgt of 
Justices Darling and Pickford, dated Feb 19, 1912 March 4 

Dental Manufacturing Co ld v C de Trey & Co appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 23, 
1912, at trial before Mr Justice Pickford and a special jury, Mid- 
dlesex March 4 

Fuller, Horsey Sons & Carsell v Durell appl of deft from judgt of 
Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 26, 1912 
March 4 

Denaby & Cadeby Main Collieries Co ld v Lambert Bros ld appl of 
pltffs from judgment of Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Mid 
dlesex, dated March 4, 1912, and cross-notice by defts, dated March 
11,1912 March 6 . 

Mutschler v Ellis appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, jury 
disch urged, Middlesex, dated Feb 23, 1912 March 7 

Henry Hope & Sons Id v Goode and ors appl of defts from judgt of 
Justices Darling and Bucknill, dated Feb 23, 1912 March 7 

Myers, Rose & Co ld v Newberry appln of deft for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt,,dated Feb 29, 1912, at trial 
before Mr Justice Hamilton and a common jury, Middlesex March 9 

Rowell v Easten appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, with- 
out a jury, Newcastle, dated Feb 22, 1912 March 9 

Perfecta Seamless Steel Tube Co ld v G,E Taylor and Co appl of 
pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Pickford, without a jury, Birming 
ham, dated Dec 13, 1911 March 11 

Miller v Roura & Forgas appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Pick- 
ford, dated Nov 27, 1911 March 12 

John Scholes 1d v Port of London 
judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, without 
March 15, 1912 March 28 

Marston and anr v Commercial Advance Syndicate appl of pltff from 
judgt of Mr Justice Lush, without a jury, Middlesex, dated March 
15, 1912 March 29 


Kuhner, Henderson & Co v New 


appl of pltffs from 
Middlesex, dated 


Authority 
a jury, 


Hudson Cycle Co ld_ appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury. Middlesex, dated 
Dec 21, 1911, and cross-notice by pltffis Feb 18 

uingké v Mavor, &c, of Christchurch appl of pltff from judgt of 
Justices Darling and Bucknill. dated Feb 23, 1912 March 21 

Attorney-Gen v Sir Wilfred Peck, Bart and ors appl of Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, dated Feb 22, 
1912 March 25 

Baynes v Vyner appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Mar h 20, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and a special jury, Leeds March 27 

The Carlisle & Silloth Golf Club v G T Smith (Surveyor of Taxes) 
appl of appellants from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side) 
dated Feb 20, 1912 March 28 
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Tochatti v Earl’s Court ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 18, 1912, at trial before 
Mr Justice Horridge and a common jury, Middlesex March 27 

Wakefield Rural District Council v J W Hall (Surveyor of Taxes) 
appl of respt from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), 
dated Feb 27, 1912 March 29 

Buhrbanck v Lockwood & Co Id appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 20, 1912, at trial 
before Mr Justice Darlit nda ial jury Middle ex March 99 

B ddle vy Griffiths & Broweit ld ppl of defts from judat ol Mr 
Justice Lush, jury discharged, Birmingham, dated March 19, 1912 


April l 
Cantiere Meccanico Brindisino v Janson appl of deft from judet of 
Mr Justice Serutton, without a jury, Middl , dated March 11, 


1912 March 29 

Cantiere Meccanico Brindisino v C 
of Mi Justice scrutton, ¥ 
1912 April 2 

Maschinenbau-Anstalt Humboldt v 
pitfis from judgt of Mr Justice 
dated March 1, 1912 Apzxil 3 

Curtis v B U RT Cold appln of pitff for judgt or. new trial on app 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 29, 1912, at trial before Mr: 
Justice Phillimore and a special jury, Middlesex and cross-notice by 
defts, dated April 23, 1912 April 3 

Gould v Curtis (Surveyor of Taxes) appl of respt from judgt of Mr 
Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), dated Feb 23, 1912 April 3 

Duke of Beaufort v Commissioners of Inland R enue appl of re apts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side). dated March 6, 
1912, and cross-notice by applt, dated April 12, 1912 April 3 

Harley v The Amazonia Development Corpn Id appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Coleridge, Middlesex, dated 
March 29, 1912 April 4 

Bulmer and ors v Moon appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 26, 1912, at trial before Mr 
Justice Ridley and a special jury, West Riding of Yorkshire April 10 

Pritchard and anr v Thomas and anr appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 22, 1912, at trial 
before Mr Justice Coleridge and a special jury, Glamorgan April 10 

Forsyth v Manchester Corpn appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 22, 1912, at trial before 
Mr Justice Bray and a.special jury, Salford April 10 

Manders v appln of deft for 


judet or new trial 
from verdict and judgt, dated April 2, 1912, at trial be 
Justice Scrutton and a common jury, Middlesex April 11 
» re an arbitration Orr v The Ivory Coast Corpn Id appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bray (special e), dated April 1, 191 
(from Interlocutory List, by April 13 
Duke of Beaufort v Commrs for Inland Revenue (Revenve 
of applts from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, dated M 
dated April 4, 1912 April 13 
appl of defts from judet of Mr Justice Bankes, 
without a jur Middlesex, dated Jan 26, 1912 April 15 
In the matter of an arbitration between Wright and the Mayor, 
men and Burgesses of Louth appl of pplicant from judgt of 
tices Hamilton and Avory, dated April 2, 1912 April 16 
Skrine v Gould and o7 uppln of defts for judet or new trial on apy 
from verdict and judet, dated March 15, 1912, at trial before Mr 
Colerid and a special jury, Cardiff (entered by order 


appl of pltffs from judgt 
dated March 11, 


mstant 
] ] 
ithout a jury, Middlesex, 


The Grange Iron Co ld_ appl of 
Avory, without a jury, Middlesex, 


} 
i 


without a jury, 


on appl 
fore Mr 


Sharman 


order 
Side) ippl 
rch 6, 1912 
and cross-notice, 

Bridgwater v Lowitz 


Aldei 


Justice 
April 16 
Furber & Son v Follett & Tey 
of Mr Justice Horridge, v 
1912 April 18 
The Law Society Newson appl of deft from judet of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, deted April 12, 1912 April 20 
Hillman v Griffiths appl of pltff from judge of Justices Darling and 
Bucknill (Divisional Court), dated Feb 20, 1912 April 24 
Woodhouse & Mitchell v J Gaunt Id appl of defts from judgt of 
Justices Phillimore and Bray (Divisional Court), dated April 16, 191< 
April 25 
The Rhondda Urban District Council v Lee (J 
parties) appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lus 
dated March 1, 1912 April 25 
Taff v Masters, &c of the Guild of Drapers of the City of London 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice B deted March 29, 191z 
April 25 


appl of deft Teynham from jud t 


ham | 
Middlesex, dated April a 


t} ¢ iu 
thou 1 jury, 


T Jones and ors. 3rd 
h, without a jury, 


Ha kblock and or v Peters ny pin of 1 Itfis for indget o _ ne " trial l 
appl from verdict and judgt. dated May 23, 1912 t trial before Mi 
Justice Darling and a special jury, Bristol April 25 

The King v Easton (expte Oulton) appl of Oulton from judat ot 


Justices Darling, Pickford and Bankes, dated March 19, 1912 Ay ril 25 
Turner & Co Id v Goodson appln of deft for judat or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 11, 1912. at t ial before 
Mr Justice Darline and a special jury, Middlesex April 26 

) i » C annl of defts for inudet 
Murray v Leval & Commercial Insce Co Id appin of de rj 
‘ on appl from verdict and jud t, dated March 17, 1912, 


or new trial s 
Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex 


at trial before Mr 
April 26 

Ranisden and anr v Chessum & Sons and anr appl of defts Chessum 
& Co from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, 
dated Jan 18, 1912 April 29 


Provident Clothing & Supply Co ld v appl of pltffs from 


Mason 





Booker v Amalgamated Cinematograph Theatres ld and Pyke appln 

of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and jidet, 
dated April 19, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a special 
jury, Middlesex Apvyil 30 

Waring & Gillow ld v Thompson appl of pltffs from judgt of Mi 
Justice A T Lawrence, without a jury, dated Feb 8, 1912 May 1 

Deadman v Port of London Authority appln of plitff for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 23. 1912, at trial 
before Mr Justi Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex (security 
ordered) May 1 

Roberts v Gray appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 23, 1912, at trial before the Lord 
Chief Justice and a special jury, Middlesex May 2 

Tonbar Darning Machine Co v Festival of Empire Imperial Exhibit 
1912 appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated April 22, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice Buckuill 
and a special jury, Middlesex May 6 

Booker v Amalgamated Cinematograph Theatres Id and Pike appln of 
pitff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
April 19, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, 
Middlesex May 7 

Scott, Norman & Co and ors v A Plumridge & Co appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Middlesex, diated 
April 2, 1912 May 8 

Dallimare v Williams and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 22, 1912, at trial before 
Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex May 8 

Learwood v General Motor Cab Co ld appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verd and judgt, dated May 2, 1912, at trial 


before Mr Justice Lawrence and a special jury, Middlesex May 9 

North British Rubber Co ld v Willows appl of deft from judgt of 
Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 1, 1912 
May 10 


1" 


Asserson v the Earl of Plymouth and ors appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 1, 1912, at trial 
before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex May 10 

Afflect v Hammond and anr appl of pltffi from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 3, 1912 (security 
ordered) May 13 

Guardians of the Parish of Paddington v Guardians of the Parish of 
St Matthew, Bethnal Green app! of applicant from judgt of the 
Lord Chief Justice and Justices Pickford and Avory, dated April 
24,1912 May 13 

Hume Schweder v the Ural Caspian Oil Corpn ld appln of defts fo 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt.*dated April 23, 
1912, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrence and a special jury, Middl 
sex May 14 

Incorporated Journals Id. v Sidney Straker & Squire ld appln of pltifs 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 
22, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice Scrutton and a common jury, 

May 14 

Truman, Hanbury, Buxton & Co ld v The Eagle, 217, Great College 
street, NW (Revenue Side) appl of petnr from judgt of Mr Justice 
Hamilton, without a jury, dated April 22, 1912 (fixed for June 6, 
Court of Appeal No 2) May 15 

Bradford District Bank ld v Brayshay appln of deft (in 
J MS Lewin) for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated May 2, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice Coleridge and a spe ial 

jury, Middlesex May 15 

Lilley y London County Council & Thomas Tilling ld appIn of T 
Tilling ld for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated May 2, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a special 
jury, Middlesex May 16 

Masen v Botton’s Library Id appl of pltfi from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 10, 1912 May 17 

In the matter of an arbitration between Fredikzon and Van Uden 
appl of Fredrikson from judgt of Mr Justice Bray (special case), 
dated April 23, 1912 May 17 

Gilbert v Gossey appl of deft from judgt of Justices Darling and 
Bucknill, dated Feb 20, 1912 May 17 

Holden v Wilson appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated May 14, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 

scrutton and a special jury, Lancaster May 20 

Newson v The Law Society appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 6, 1912, at trial before Mr 
Justice Coleridge and a special jury, Middlesex May 20 

Latham v R Johnson & Nephew ld appln cf defts for judgt or new 
trial on apnl from verdict and judgt, dated May 10, 1912, at trial 
before Mr Justice Scrutton and a special jury, Lancaster May 21 

Hughes v E Hulton & Co ld appin of pltif for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 10, 1912, at trial before Mr 
Justice Scrutton and a special jury, Manc! May 21 

Jarry Ry Co v Scott appl of deft from judzt of Mr Justice Scrutton, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 21, 1912 May 21 

New Colonial Co ld v London Transport Co Id appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
May 15, 1912 May 22 

Cresswell v Jeffreys and anr appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Pick- 
ford and Avory, dated May 8, 1912 May 22 

Same v Seme appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Pickford and Avory, 


Middlesex 


person, 


< 


ester 


judet of Justices Pickford and Avory, dated April 19, 1912 April 29| dated May 8, 1912 May 
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Donne v Campling appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl-from 
verdict and judi, dated May 10, 1912, at trial before Me betes 
Darling and a special jury, Middlesex, and cross-notice by pltff, dated 
May 20, 1912 May bo 

MacGwire v Harper Electric Piano (1910) Co ld appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on o from verdict and judgt, dated May 8, 
1912, # trial before Mr Justice Coleridgs and a special jury, Middle- 
sex May 

East London Ry Joint Commitiee v Assessment Committee for Green- 
wich Union appl of appits from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Pickford and Avory, dated May 10, 1912 May 23 

Same v Bermondsey Arsessment Committee appl of applts from judgt 
of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Pickford and Avory, dated 
May 10, 1912 May 23 

Same v Stepney Assessment Committee (Parish of St John, Wapping) 
appl of applts from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices 
Pickford and Avory, dated May 10, 1912 May 23 

Same v Same (Parish of St George’s in the East) appl of appkts drom 
judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Pickford and Avory, 
dated May 10, 1912 May 23 

Same v Same (Hamlet of Mile End Old Town) appl of applts from 
judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Pickford and Avory, 
dated May 10, 1912 May 23 

Same v Same (parish of St Mary, Whitechspel) appl of applts from 
judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Pickford and Avory, 
dated May 10, 1912 May 23 

Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry Co v Mayer, &c of Liverpool appl of 
applts from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Pickford 
and Avory, dated May 9, 1912 May 24 

Hamilton v Illustrated London News & Sketch ld appln of pltff for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt.. dated May 15, 
1912, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middle- 
sex May 24 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 


With Nautical Assessors, 
{Final List.) 
1912. 


Olympic—1911—Folio 382 The Commissioners for executing the Office 
of Lord High Admiral of the United Kingdom v. The Owners of the 
Steamship Olympic (damage) appl of defts from judgt of the 
President, dated Dec 19, 1911 Jan 10 

The Hawke—i911—Folio 400 The Oceanic Steam Navigation Co ld, 
Owners of Steamship Olympic .v Commander William F Blunt of 
HM Cruiser Hawke (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of the 
President, dated Dec 19, 1911 Jan 10 

The Milton—1911—Folio 222 The Erith & Dartford Lighterage Co ld 
v The Owners of the Sailing Barge or Vessel Milton (damage) appl 
of defts from judgt of the President, dated Dec 5, 1911 Jan 24 

The Milton—1911—Folio 222 Same v Same cross-notice of pltffs, 
dated Feb 6, 1911 Feb 9 

The Olympic—1911—Folio 382 The Commissioners for executing the 
Office of Lord High Admiral of the United Kingdom v The Owners 
of the Steamship Olympic (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of the 
President, dated Dec 19, 1911 Feb 9 

The Cornwood—1911—Folio 399 The Owners of the Steamship Rouen 
v The Owners of the Steamship or Vessel Cornwood (damage) appl of 
~~ eS judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Jan 25, 1912 

eb 21 


The Beta—1912—Folios 24 and 25 W Oory & Sons id, Owners of 
Steamship Lady Cory Wright v The Owners of the Steamship or 
Vessel Beta (damage) appl of plitfis from judgt of Mr Justice Bar. 
grave Deane, dated Feb 14, 1912 Feb 23 

The Sussex—1910—Folio 444 The Owners of the Steamship New- 
stead v The Owners of the Steamship Sussex (damage) appl of 
pltffs from judgt of the President, dated Dec 21, 1911 March 14 

The Kovno—1911—Folio 275 -R Grainger & Son, Owners of the Lighter 
No 6 v Thomas Wilson & Sons, Owners of the Steamship Kovnot 
appl of pleffs from judgt of Divisional Court, the President, and Mr 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated April 2, 1912 April 16 

Without Nautical Assessors 

The Olympic—1911—Folio 5653 T D Fraser & Weller v The Oceanic 
Steam Navigation Co, Owners of SS Olympic, laying in the South- 
ampton Docks appl of pitfis from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave 
Deane, dated April 1, 1912 April.15 

The Devonshire & St Winifred—1912—Folio 222 Petrocochino Bros 
and ors, Owners of the Cargo on board Barge Leslie v The Owners 
of the Steamship Devonshire and the Owners of the Steamship St 
Winifred appl of the Owners of SS Devonshire from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Jan 16, 1912 April 19 (s o until 
after decision in the House of Lords in “ Leslie v SS Devonshire ’’) 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION, 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1911. 


Clark v Forster Same v Same Forster v Aldridge In re H Forster 
(expte J Jackson Clark. in bankruptcy) appl of applicant,.H W 
Clarkson, from order of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Feb 20, 1911, part 
heard (s o till after action-before Parker, J) Feb 25 


; 











Cholmeley and anr v Ogden and ors appl of deft, Green, from order 
of Mr Justice Hamilton, dated Oct 20, 1911 Oct 26 

Same v Same appl of defts, S & J Ogden, from same order, dated 
Oct 20, 1911 (so for settlement) Oct 26 

Attorney-Gen v Storey (Revenue Side) appl of deft from order of 
Mr Justice Lush, dated Oct 18, 1911 (s o for Attorney-Gen) Nov 1 


. 1912. 


Dilsizian Fréres v S Samuel & Co Id appl of pltfis from order of Mr 
Justice Channell, dated March 19, 1912 April 1 

Home, Midland and Western Counties Dairies ld vy Hamblin appl of 
pltfis from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated April 23, 1912 
April 25 

Snow and ors v The Empire Transport Co Id appl of defts from 
order of His Honour Judge Taylor, KC (Court of Passage, Liver- 
pool), dated April 29, 1912 May 3 

Robinson v Fenner appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Channell 
(point of law), dated April 26, 1912 May 9 

The Trustees of the Property of C H Turnbull and anr v Morgan 
appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Channell, dated March 26, 
1912 April 2 (security ordered—transferred to this List May 10) 

Stratton and Son v Meggitt appl of R A Wood from order of Mr 
Justice Bucknill, dated April 26, 1912 May 11 

Michelin Tyre Co id (Judgt Creditors) Smith & Phillips (Judgt 
Debtors) Whelan and ors (Garnishees) appl of Judgt Debtor from 
order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated May 8, 1912 May 13 

Harmsworth Id v Montefiore and ors appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Bucknill, dated May 13, 1912 May 16 

Evans v Fielder and ors appl of plitff from order of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated May 14, 1912 May 20 

Rawlings v Burgess and anr appl of plitff from order of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated May 9, 1912 May 23 


In RE THe WoRKmMEN’S Compensation Acts, 1897 anv 1906, 
(From County Courts.) 


1911. 


Smith v National Provincial Insce Corpn ld appl of applicant from 
award of County Court (Worcestershire, Dudley), dated May 2, 1911 
(s o liberty to apply) May 13 

Dunn v Same appl of applicant from award of County Court (Wor- 
cestershire, Dudley), dated May 2, 1911 (s o liberty to apply) 
May 13 

1914. 


Stapleton v The Dinnington Main Coal Co ld appl of respts from 
award of County Court (Nottinghamshire, Worksop), dated Feb 
20,1912 March 9 

Wormstone v The Lilleshall Co ld appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Shropshire, Wellington), dated March 5, 1912 
March 22 

Parker v Hambrook appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Folkestone, Kent), dated March 4, 1912 (by order) March 15 

Edge v J Gorton ld appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Lancashire, Salford), dated March 4, 1912 March 25 

Nowell v Day appl of applicant from award of County Court (Hert- 
ford, Hitehin), dated March-4, 1912 (security ordered) March 25 

Polled and anr v Great Northern Ry Co appl of applicants from 
award of County Court (Hertford, Hitchin), dated March 4, 1912 
(security ordered) March 25 

Mitchell vy The Owners of SS. Saxon appl of applicant from award 
of County Court (Cornwall, St Austell), dated March 11, 1912 
April 1 ° 

Orton v Speight appl of respt from award of County Court (Lan- 
caster, Blackpool), dated March 15, 1912 April 4 

Casey v Humphries appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Marylebone), dated March 21, 1912 April 11 

Small Bros. and Co. v March appl of respt from award of County 
Court (Surrey, Southwark), dated March 25, 1912 April 15 

Dale v Smythe appl of applicant from award of County Court (Mid- 
dlesex, Bloomsbury), dated March 28, 1912 (security ordered) 
April 15 

Loveland v Port of London Authority appl of applicant from award 
of County Court (Kent, Greenwich), dated March 27, 1912 (security 
ordereg) April 17 

Petch v Dawson and Cold appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Surrey, Wandsworth), dated April 10, 1912 April 18 

Mayoh v Darwen and Mostyn Iron Co ld appl of respts from award 
of County Court (Lancashire, Blackburn), dated April 1, 1912 
April 20 

Rees v Redfearn ld appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Carmarthenshire, Llanelly), dated April 1, 1912 April 20 

Walker v Alexander Park Trustee appl of respt from award of County 
Court (Middlesex, Edmonton), dated April 1, 1912 April 22 

Howe v Fernhill Collieries 1d appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Glamorganshire, Pontypridd), date 1 April 135, 1912 April 22 

Sagar & Sons v Constable appl of applicants from award of County 
Court (Yorkshire, Skipton). dated April 3, 1912 April 23 

Parry v Rhymney Iton and Coal Co ld appl of applicant from award 
of Commty Court (Glamorganshire, Merthyr Tydfil), dated April 19, 
1912 May 6 
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Shipp v Frodingham Iron and Steel Co ld appl of respts from award 
of County Court (Lincolnshire, Brigg and Scunthorpe), dated April 
15, 1912 May 6 

Payne v N Fortescue & Sons Id 
County Court (Middlesex, 
(security ordered) May 8 

Greening v James appl of respt 
(Glamorganshire, Cardiff), dated April 19, 1912 May 9 

Walton v South Kirby, Featherstone and Hemsworth Colliery ld appl 
of applicant from,award of County Court (Yorkshire, Pontefract), 
dated April 23, 1911 May 11 

Wheeler, Ridley and Co v Dawson appl of respt from award of 
County Court (Middlesex, Clerkenwell), dated Feb 1, 1912 May 11 

Cox v Braithwaite & Kirk appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Staffordshire, We.t Bromwich), dated April 26, 1912 May 17 

White v Wiseman } 
wickshire, Birmingham), dated May 8, 1912 

Cokolon v Owners of Ship Kentra appl of 
County Court (Middlesex, Bow), dated May 3, 1912 May 22 

Lee v Stag Line ld appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Northumberland, North Shields), dated May 19, 1912 May 24 

Burwash v Frederick Leyland and Co ld appl of respts from award 
of City of London Court, dated May 7,1912 May 24 


N.B.—The above list contains Chancery, Palatine and King’s Bench 
final and interlocutory appeals, &c., set down to May 25th, 1912. 


1 appl of applicant from award of 
Westminster), dated April 22, 1912 


May 22 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1912. 
Notices Retatinc ro tHe CHancery Cause Lust. 

Mr. Justice Joyce will take his Business as announced in the Trinity 
Sittings Paper. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Joyce will take 
Liverpool and Manchester Business on Saturdays, the 8th and 22nd 
June and the 13th and 27th July. 

Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy will take his Business as announced in the 
Trinity Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Warrincton.—Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Warrington will sit for the dis 
posal of His Lordship’s Witness List throughout the Sittings. The 
Court will sit at 10.15 a.m. and rise at 4.15 p.m. each day, except 
Saturdays, when there will be no sitting. 

Mr. Justice Nevitte.—Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout 
the Sittings. The Court will sit at 10.15 a.m. and rise at 4.15 p.m. 
each day, except Saturdays, when there will be no sitting. 

Mr. Justice Parker will take his Business as announced 
Trinity Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Eve.—Except when other Business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken daily through- 
out the Sittings. During these Sittings Mr. Justice Eve will sit each 
day until 4.30 p.m., except on Saturdays, when there will be no sitting. 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice Joyce, Mr. 
Justice Swinren Eapy and Mr. Justice Parker will sit in Court every 
Monday during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. ; 

Summonses Adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be 
heard by Mr. Justice Joyce, Mr. Justice Swrvren Eapy and Mr. Justice 
PARKER. 


in the 


Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated | 


in the Trinity Sittings Paper. 
Notice with Rererence To THe CHANCERY WitTNess LISTs. 
During the Trinity Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of 
Witness Actions as follows :— 
Mr. Justice WARRINGTON will take the Witness List for WarrincTon 
and Parker, JJ. 
Mr. Justice Nevitre will take the Witness List for Swinren Eapy 


and Nevitte, JJ. 
Mr. Justice Eve will take the Witness List for Joyce and Eve, JJ. 


Cuancery Causes ror Trrat orn HEaRrINa. 
Set down to May 25th, 1912. 

In re Samuel Peck’s Trust In re 
W T T Peck, dec Peck v Peck 
adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re The Cairn Line of Steam- 

ship Co The Company v Crump 

adjd sumns (s 0) 
re Habershon, dec 

Statham adjd.sumns 

In re Ann Rowlands, dec 
v Davidson adjd sumns 

In re Cooper, dec Harrison v 

Short adjd sumns 
re Benjamin Bennett, dec 

Weatherell v Gutteridge adjd 

sumns (s 0) 

In re J G Goddard, dec Goddard 


Mr. Justice Joyicr. 
Motions. 
& Co Vv 
(June 4) 
Finchley U 


Before 
A I Jones Electric 
Palaces Id 
Denman v 
(June 4) 
Neale v Beadle 


DC |} 


| tn 


(June 4) 


Causes for Trial (without Wit- 
nesses) and Adjourned 
Summonses. 
re Silberrad Silberrad v 

Bowley adjd sumns 

In re Dulcote Leather Board Co 
Bishop v The Company adjd 
sumns (s 0) 

In re Marsden’s Estate Marsden 
v Marsden adjd sumns 


Morris 


In 
In 





from award of County Court | 


appl of respt from award of County Coyrt (War- | 


respts from award of | 


Polkin v | 


v Goddard adjd sumns (s * adjd sumns 


dec Jones v Jones | Spurgin v Morton adjd sumns 
Butler vy Ambler - Stead adjd 

sumns 

n re Watford Steam Laundry & 
Brooks’ Contract and In re The- 

Trustee Act, 1883 adjd sumn 
In re Cope, dec Cope v Land- 
quist adjd sumns 

}In re S Lawton, dec Beardmore 
vy Lawton adjd sumns 

In re Merryweather, dec Merry- 
weather v Gilbey adjd sumns 

In re Bainbridge, dec Bainbridge 
v Bainbridge adjd sumns 

Taylor v Saunders adjd -sumns 
(restored) 

In re Burridge’s Trusts Pope v 
Allen adjd sumns 

In re Cawthra, dec 
Dalton adjd sumns 

In re Hammond Scott v 
mond adjd sumns 

In re Suffolk’s Trusts 

v Hooper adjd sumns 

In re E W Roberts, dec Stone 
ham v Roberts adjd sumns 

In re J Spencer’s Estate Spencer 
v Birmingham University adjd 
sumns 

Macdonald v Bennett adjd sumns 

In re J Bagley’s Estate Bagley 
v Bagley adjd sumns 

In re Dean’s Trust Simpson v 
Sadd adjd sumns 

In re Purvis’ Settlement Kirkley 
v Purvis adjd sumns 

In re Revel, dec Kellocks v 
Revel adjd sumns 

In re Williams’ Settled Estates 
adjd sumns 

In re Scutt, dec 
adjd sumns 

In re Empress Club ld Bowker v 
The Company adjd sumns 

In re Link, dee Lovell v Link 
adjd sumns 

In re Herman, dec Herman \ 
Herman adjd sumns 

adjd sumns In re T A Williams, dec Williams 

In re Belgrave Chapel (Sinking v Williams adjd sumns 
Fund) Kinnaird v Rainsford | In re C H Jones’ Estate Jones v 
adjd sumns Jones adjd sumns 

In re The Cheque Bank ld Forbes | In re A W Beasley 
v The Provincial Clerks’ Bene- Beasley adjd sumns 
volent Fund adjd sumns In re Auld, dec Armstrong v 

In re Liversidge’s Estate Morrell Auld adjd sumns 

v Liversidge adjd sumns In re Dearmer’s Estate 

In re W Higgs, dec Higgs v v Dearmer adjd sumns 

Higgs, adjd sumns In re San Paulo Match Factory 
re Gilchrist’s Settlement | ld Rechnitzer v The Company 

Francis v Gilchrist adjd sumns |_ motion for judgt (short) 

Edwards v Slater motion for | In re Winterstoke’s Estate Mann 
judgt (short) | v Wills adjd sumns 

In re Field, dec Beaumont v | Halford v Ansdell adjd sumns 
Neuby adjd sumns In re Tollemache’s Settlement 

In re C Russell’s Trust Public Hope v Tollemache adjd sumns 
Trustee v Campbell adjd sumns | _ (restored) 

In re Raven 
adjd sumns 

Phillips v Phillips 

In re J G Johnson, dec 
v Maw adjd sumns 

In re Simpson’s Trusts & In re 
Trustee Act, 1893 adjd sumns 

Holmes v Wilson motion for 
judgt (short) 

In re F J Allen Id Venables v 
F J Allen ld motion for judgt 

“ora Qué 


Companies (Winding Up) 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Petitions. 

Gloria Copper Mines (Spain) Id 
(petn of C B Toller—ordered on 
April 11, 1911, to stand over 
generally) ; 

| Camden Brewery Co ld (petition 

| of Turner Byrne & Co 


{In re Jones, 

adjd sumns 

| In re Jones’ Trust Legacy Brad- 
ford v Jones adjd sumns I 

In re Sir R W H Palmer’s Estate | 
Palmer v Fenwick adjd sumns | 

In re River Wey & In re Trustee 
Act, 1893 adjd sumns 

|In re Lewis Hill, dec Davies v 
Weston adjd sumns 

In re Edward Davis, dec 
v Davis adjd sumns 

In re Pereira Estate Worsley v | 
Society for the Propagation of | 
the Gospel adjd sumns 

In re Freeman, dec National Safe | 
Deposit Co v Freeman adjd | 
sumns 

In re Searle, dec 
adjd sumns 

In re Couchman, dec Collyer v 
Couchman adjd sumns 

In re Schwann, dec Schwann v 
Stahlman adjd sumns 

In re Bramall, dec Watson v 
Milner adjd sumns 

In re Young, dee Cory v Wooll- | 
combe adjd sumns 

In re J E Yonge, dec Cory v 
Woollcombe adjd sumns 

In re Pullman’s Settlement Pull- 
man v Mack adjd sumns 

In re James Vavasseur, dec 
Carter v Vavasseur adjd sumns | 

In re De la Warr’s Settled Estate 
adjd sumns 

In re Lubbock’s Settled Estates & 
In re Settled Land Acts adjd | 
sumns 

In re J. Arklay, dec 
Samaritan Free Hospital 
Women adjd sumns 

In re H B Dalby, dec 
v Dalby adjd sumns 

In re D Blue, dec Webb v The 
Orphan Working School, &c 
adjd sumns 


In re Hill, dec 


Arnold 


Ryder v Bond Cawthra \ 


Ham 


Stephens 


Eason v 
for Scutt v Ensor 


Atkinson 


Davies v Weston 


Beasley v 


Davson 


In 


Maitland v Raven 


A Sims, dec Lincoln v | 
Barnwell adjd sumne 

In re Seaton, dec Mumford v 
Mumford adjd sumns 

In re Gaitskell, dec Brown v 
Dearden adjd sumns 

In re Hamilton’s Trusts 
v Anderson adjd sumns 

In re Houghton, dec Lake vy 
Houghton adjd sumns 

In re S Walker, dec Burt v Lane 
adjd sumns 

In re A L Salmond, dec Salmond 
v Williams adjd sumns 

In re A J Dixon’s Estate Dixon 
v Burton-Brown adjd sumns 

In re Nunn, dec Nunn vy Nunn 
adjd sumns 

In re John W Brindley ld San- 
derson y Wilmshurst adjd 
sumns 


Sanderson v J W Brindley ld 


In re 
adjd sumns 


Johnson 


Traill 


and 





) 
Same (petn of S J Garrett & Co— 
so from April 23 to July 2, 1912 
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Samuel Allsopp & Sons Id (petn of 
C H Belsey—s o from April 23 
to June 5, 1912) 


«Ind, Coope & Co ld (petn of C 


Spalding) 

Same (petn of H G Da Costa) 

Same (petn of Shuters, Chippen- 
dales & Colyers ld—s o from 
April 23 to June 5, 1912) 

Essequibo Rubber & Tobacco 
Estates Id (petn of W H. Morley 
& ors—s o from May 21 to June 
5, 1912—with witnesses) 

Ceylon-Travancore Rubber & Tea 
Estates ld (petn of Sir F R 
Maunsell & ors—s o from May 
21 to June 5, 1912) 

Guildhall Syndicate ld (petn of 
A C Potter & Co ld—s o from 
May 21 to June 5, 1912) 

Maxim Lamp Works ld (petn of 
Eichner & Co) 

Engineering Investment Syndi- 
cate ld (petn of J § Critchley) 

British Steel & Wire Co ld (petn 
of N. K. Turnbull) 

New Wheel Eliza Consols ld (petn 
of C. C. Hamblin) 

Bassam Oil Syndicate Id (petn of 
Wohle Mineral Oil Products 1d) 

F. B. Costa & Co. Id (petn of 
Becker, Dietz & Co) 

National Investment Trust Cor- 
poration of England ld (petn 
of Newman & Sons) 

Grosvenor Club Syndicate ld (petn 
of Simmonds Brothers Id) 

Goode Brothers ld (petn of Dray- 
ton Paper Works Id) 

George May & Co ld (petn of 
H. M. Beirnstein) 

Chas. W. Dopson ld (petn of C. 
King & anr) 

Taylor, Plinston Brothers & Co 
Id (petn of Siemens Brothers’ 
Dynamo Works 1d) 

Anglo Adriatic Syndicate ld (petn 
of H. H. G. Andrews) 

Diamantino Rubber Plantations 
Id (petn of the Company) 


Chancery Division. 
Petition (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement). 


Monitor & Ajax Traction Id (petn 
of A. G. Sellon & ors—ordered 
on Oct 24, 1911, to stand over 
generally—to be mentioned) 

W. A. Stevens Id (petn of the 
Company—s o from May 21 to 
June 11, 1912) 

Petitions (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement and Confirm 
Reduction of Capital). 
Middlemore & Lamplugh ld & 
reduced (petn of the Company 

& anr) 
Palace Hotel ld and reduced 


Petition (to Confirm Reduction of 
Capital). 

Edward Foster & Son Id & re- 
duced (s o from May 21 to 
June 5, 1912) 

Companies (Winding Up). 
Motion. 

Stamford, Spalding & Boston 
Banking Co ld (to discharge 
Order, dated May 6, 1912—part 
heard—ordered on May 23, 
1912, to stand over generally) 
Companies (Winding Up) and 

Chancery Division. 
Court Summonses. 

Progressive’ Assce Co Id (as to 
payment of life claim—ordered 
on Feb. 1, 1910, to stand over 
generally) 














Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


Brown & ors v British Natural 
Premium Life Assoc ld and ors 
(on construction of trusts— 
ordered on Jan. 24, 1911, to 
stand over generally) 

Egyptian Estates ld (for removal 
of ‘‘saisies’’ on debts—ordered 
on March 7, 1911, to stand over 
generally) 

Ivory Coast Rubber Estates Id 
(on claims—ordered on Feb. 7, 
1912, to stand over generally) 

National Provincial Insce Corpn 
ld (for account, &c—ordered on 
Jan. 30, 1912, to stand over) 

Yates, Haywood & Co & The 
Rotherham Foundry Co ld 
(misfeasance—with witnesses— 
part heard—ordered on April 18, 
1912, to stand over generally) 

Rinking ld (misfeasance—ordered 
on April 23, 1912, to stand over 
generally) 

Florida Land & Mortgage Co ld 
(to vary list of contributories— 
with witnesses) 

Law Guarantee Trust & Accident 
Society ld (on proof of Hart & 
ors) 

— Palace Co Fox v Crystal 

alace Co & ors (further con- 
sideration) 

Tooley & Co ld (misfeasance— 
with witnesses) 

Same (same) 

Premier Underwriting Association 
ld (on supplemental list) 

Camina Nitrate Co ld (time for 
evidence) 

Rhodesia Goldfields ld (to ascer- 
tain amount due) 


Before Mr. Justice WARRINGTON. 
Standing for Judgment. 
Adjourned Summons. 

In re Fitzgerald, infants _Fitz- 
‘gerald v De Lacy (c a v May 


22) 


Retained Matters. 
Petitions. 

Formby v Smith (petn of the 
Equitable Reversionary Interest 
Soc. Id) 

Formby v Smith (petn. of the 
General Reversionary and In- 
vestment Co Id) fixed for 
June 8 





Motions. 
(Without Witnesses.) 

In re Trade Mark No. 334,036 
(Piesse & Lubin) and In re oppo- 
sition, No 5,393 (Javal & Par- 
quet) 

In the Matter of Applications, 
Nos 325,427 & 325,428, by 
Javel et Parquet (La Parfum- 
arie Houbigant) and In the 
Matter of the opposition, Nos 
5,176 & 5,177, of Messrs. Piesse 
& Lubin, and in the Matter of 
the Trade Marks (Act, 1905 
(restored) (fixed for June 10, 
subject to anything pt hd) 

In re Nocton, a Solr, &c (for 
June 4) 

( 
Chamber Summons. 

In re Cox, dec Goldsmith v Cox 

In re Cox, dec Cox v Cox adjd 
sumns (by order) 


Mendelssohn v Traies & Son 
act (s o pending settlement) 
In re Musgrave, dec Cripps v 
Wilkinson act pt hd (restored) 
In re M § r, dec Reeder 
v Curtis & ors act (s o until 

further order) 








The Electric & Ordnance Acces- 
sories Co ld v Hancock act & 
counter-claim (6 o pending 
settlement) 

In re Kenrick & Jefferson’s 
Patent, No 6,629 of 1903 petn 
for revocation (s o for amend- 

“ ment of specification) 

Henderson v Hassan act 
Michaelmas) 

rr v Horner 
h 


(s o 
act pt 


Norton v Gillespie & anr_ act 
(s o Michaelmas) 

Pigott v Stanley act (not before 
July 1) 

The Anglo-American Cold Storage 
Co ld v Hickman act & counter- 
claim (not before June 10) 

MilNs v Grundherr act 
liberty to apply to restore) 

Brown v Brown act (not before 
June 6) 

In the Matter of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, and 
In the Matter of the Djambi 
(Sumatra) Rubber Estates ld 
motion 

Hodgson v Hudson act & counter- 
claim (s o not before 21 days 
after inspection by order) 

Morley & Lanceley ld vy Dodd act 
& counter-claim 

Phillips v Lithgow & ors act 

Chantery, Chantery & Co v T I 
Day act 

Smith v Smith act 

Ayers v Hanson & ors act 

Levine v Mann, Egerton & Co ld 
act 

Richards v Richards act 

Les Entrepries de Construction de 
Fours & Coke et Disines Metal- 
lurgiques (Société Anonyme) v 
The South Kirkby, Feather- 
stone & Hemsworth Collieries 
Id act 

Mercedes Daimler Motor Co ld v 
John Marston Id act (s o not 
before trial of another action 
by same Pitff) 

Moyle v Sidney Straker & Squire 
Id act 

Fortuna Machine Co Id v Thorn- 
hill act (s o not before June 
26) 

Maddock v Pugh & anv 
not before June 18) 

E J Pearson & Sons v 
Harris & Son act 

Rowney & Co v Rohy Syndicate 


(s o 


act, (sp 


DB 


act 

Aykroyd v Abram & ors_ act 

Hogg v Hogg act & adjd sumns 
(for June 10, subject to others 
fixed) 

Howlett v Godfree act 

Attorney-Gen v Thomas act 

A E Nunn & Co Id vy The Stan- 
ton Iron Works Co ld act & 
counter-claim 


John Haddon & Co v R P Banner- | 


man & Son act 
Rowell v John_Rowell & Sons Id 


act 

Lock v Rowley Brothers & ors 
act 

Stobbs v Rubber Industrial Id & 
ors act & counter-claim 


Before Mr. Justice NEVILLE. 
Retained Matters. 
Motions. 

Ashburton v Wemyss (June 7) 
Lloyd’s Bank ld v Lloyd’s Invest- 
ment Trust 


Adjourned Summons. 
In re Flexman, dec Flexman v 
Lomas adjd sumns 


[| In re M H Foster, dec 


From Mr. Justice Evez’s List. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Johnston v Bolotoff act 
The Rotary Photographic Co ld 

v Trenkler act 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Clarke v de Beck act 

Increased Power Co ld v Nathan 
act 

| Nathan v Increased Power Co ld 

| act (transferred from K B Div) 

'In re the Companies (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1968 

|In re H & U Rubber and Coffee 

| Estates ld motion 

| In re Same and Same 

| (fixed for July 18) 

| Stephens v Stephens act 

| The Marine Torch Co v Holmes 
Marine Life Protection Assoc 

| action (stayed for further 
security) 

/}Oram v Warwickshire 
Assoc act 

Oram v Warwickshire Miners’ 

| Assoc & ors act 

Luby v The Warwickshire 

| Miners’ Assoc act 

| Warner v Duff act (not before 
June 17) 

Chowne v Hamlet act 

Baylis v Bishop of London act 

Smith v Hill act 





motion 


Miners’ 


Thomas 
v Foster act 

Patent File & Tool Co ld v Bos- 
well 

| In re T Southam, dec Southam 
v Southam adjd sumns (fixed 
for June 6) 

Fitzgerald v Pope act 

Tucker v Hayne act 

Hoare v Kingsbury Urban Dist 
Council act (not before June 
10) 

Tully v Brager 
claim 

In re Harston, dec 
Spry act 

| Dawes v Dawes act 

| Hard Stone Firms ld (in liquida 

| tion) v United Stone Firms Id 

act (not before June 15) 
Turnham v Barton-on-Sea Land 

| Co ld & ors act & motion for 
judgt 

In re Gen J F Dyson, dec Dyson 

v Craven act 

| Alexander v Pyke act 

| Brook v Humphries act 

| Wallis v Biddulph act without 

pleadings (fixed for June 10) 

| Meopham Estates Id v Field act 
Forrer v Worsnop act 

| In re Sutton, dec Sutton v Sutton 

act 

n re J G W Willows, dec 

Watkins v Willows act 





act & counter- 


Winter v 


| 
| Ir 


Before Mr. Justice PaAmeeR. 
Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Columbia Government v Colum- 
bian Emerald Co ld act 

In re Groom’s Settlement Groom 
& ors v Rawson & anr act 
(s o for 10 days after interro- 
gatories filed) 


Further Consideration. 
Cole v Cole fur con 


Causes for Trial without Wit- 
nesses and Adjouragg 
Summonses. 

In re P. Collings, a Solr, and In 
re Taxation of Costs adid 

sumns (s 0) 














554 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


June: 8; rorz, 











In re Charles Pawley, dec Pawley 
v Pawley adjd sumns pt hd 
(s o liberty to apply) 

In re Nicholas Kendall, an infant 
adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re Letters Patent, No. 18,898 
of 1904, and In re Patents & 
Design Act, 1907 motion amend- 


Garwood v Garwood 
| Garwood v Paynter fur con 


| Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 





| Lever Brothers ld v Bury Dist 


ment of specification (s o leave 


to amend) 


In re The Trade Marks Act, 1905 | 


In re The United Kingdom 
Tobacco Co motion (by order) 

Gibson v Pilcher spec ial case 
In re C E A T Trevor Battye’s 
Settlement Bull v Trevor 
Battye adjd sumns 

In re Thompson's Settlement 
In re Ashcroft’s Settlement 
Thompson v Ashcroft adjd 
sumns 

In re J G Smith, dec Smith v 
Graham adjd sumns 

In re Gretton, dec Wrottesley v 
Gretton & ors adjd sumns 

In re Stares’ Settlement Cowles 
v Stares adjd sumns 

In re Charles Berkley Piggott, dec 
Miller v Piggott adjd sumns 


In re Joseph Lord, dec Eyles v 
Aspray adjd sumns 
In re Taylor’s Settlement In re 


Mary E Taylor, dec Smith v 


Taylor adjd sumns 

In re Mary Abercrombie, de 
Dunavall v Abercrombie adjd 
sumns 


Flather v Sumner adjd sumns to 

vary (to come on with fur con) 
Arbitration between A 
Masters & In 
Act, 1889 


In re an 
Cowley & Kk K 
re The Arbitration 
adjd sumns 

In re Yonge’s Settlement In re 
Rie hard Cory, de« Woolcombe 


v Cory adjd sumns 

Bloch & Klein v Woodhouse & 
Stead adjd sumns 

In re Brine, dec Brine v Brine 
adjd sumns 

In re Chamberlayne’s Settled 
Trusts Kerr v Secherau adjd 
sumns 


Exparte The Great Northern Ry 
Co In re Jefferson, dec & In 
re The Land Clauses (Consoli- 
dation) Act, 1845 adjd sumns 

In re Justice’s Patent, No. 18,898 
of 1904 adjd sumns (for June 4) 

In re Henry Swaffield, dec Cooke 
v Swaffield adjd sumns 

In re Trevor's Settlement Scars 
dale v Morrison adjd sumns 

In re Thomas Searle, dec W inde 
ratt v Ryder adjd sumns 

In re William Martin, de 
v Martin adjd sumns 

In re Hobbs, dex Hobbs V 
Richards adjd sumns 

In re Henry Flowers, dec Kim 
berley v Flowers adjd sumns 


Key 


In re Morgan John Rees, dec 
Public Trustee vy Brown adjd 
sumns 


In re Finch’s Settlement Doyne 
v Finch adjd sumns 
In re Jameson, dec Jameson v 
Hill adjd sumns 
Shekell v Toney 
judgt (short) 
Before Mr. Justice Eve. 
Retained Matter. 


In re Mellor, dec’ Dodgson v 
Ashworth adjd. sumns (re- 
stored) 

Further Considerations. 
Rimington v Bulman fur con 


(with witnesses) (appln to be 
made to fix a day) 


motion for | 





Griffiths v 


| Jackson v Cording act 


Co-op Soc ld act Same v Hud- 
derstield Indus Soc Id _ act 
Benjamin Brooke & Co ld v 
Same act Lever Brothers ld 
v Prestwich Co-op & Indus Soc 
Id act Benjamin Brooke & Co 
ld v Same act Lever Brothers 
ld v Heckmondwike Indus Co- 
op Soc Id act Benjamin 
Brooke & Co Id v Same act 
Lever Brothers Id v Slaithwaite 
Equit Indus Co-op Soc ld 
act Benjamin Brooke & Co ld 
v Same act Levér Brothers ld 
v Cleckheaton Indus Co-op Soc 
ld act Benjamin Brooke & Co 
ld v Same act Lever Brothers 
ld v Wakefield Indus Soc Id 
act Benjamin Brooke & Co ld 
v Same act Lever Brothers ld 
v Wrexham Co-op Soc Id_ act 
Benjamin Brooke & Co Id v 
Same act Lever Brothers ld 
v Golcar Co-op Soc Id act 
Benjamin Brooke & Co Id v 
Same act Lever Brothers Id 
v Birmingham Indus Co-op Sox 
ld act Benjamin Brooke & Co 
ld v Same act Lever Brothers 
ld v Nottingham Co-op Soc act 
Benjamin Brooke & Co Id vy 
Same act Lever Brothers Id 
v Derby Co-op Soc Id act 
Benjamin Brooke & Co ld v 
Same act Lever Brothers Id 
v Borstall Indus Co-op Soc ld 
act Benjamin Brooke & Co Id 
v Same act Lever Brothers Id 
v Wolverhampton Co-op Soc ld 
act Same v Stockport Indus 
Equit Co-op Soc ld act Ben- 
jamin Brooke & Co ld v Same 
act Lever Brothers ld v Rugby 
Co-op Soc Id~ act Benjamin 
Brooke & Co ld v Same act 
Lever Brothers ld v Hyde Equit 
Co-op Soc ld act Benjamin 
Brooke & Co ld v Same _ act 
Lever Brothers ld v Gomersall 
Indus Co-op Soc ld act Same 
v Little Lever Co-op & Indus 
Sec Id act Same v Horwich 
Indus Co-op Soc Id act Same v 
Preston Indus Co-op Soc Id act 
(stand over for a day to be fixed) 

Short Bros ld v Wearmouth Coal 
Co (Wearmouth Coal Co v Web- 
ster third party issue 

The Ridgway Co v The Religious 
Tract Soc act pt hd 

Thomas v Mayor, ke. of Aberavon 
act 
‘arter v 
July 2) 

Attorney-Gen v Lindsay-Hogg act 
(fixed for June 5) 

Yeatman v L. Homberger & Co 
act 


(fixed for 


Apfel act 


Millington act 
before June 17) 

Leeke v Mayor, &c., of Ports- 
mouth act (fixed for June 24) 

(s.0.) 

Featherston v Chas J Saunders 
Id act (not before June 18) 

Anderson v_ Gulston act (not 
before June 14) 

Ashburton v de la 
(not before July 1) 

Ganney.v Grantham act 

In re Covil,. dec Covil v Covil 
act (not before June 13) 

Johnson v Paine act 

The London & Provincial Moss 
Litter Co ld v the Peat Moss 

Litter Supply Co Id & others 


act 


(not 


Warr act 


Chance v Pennington act & coun- 
ter-claim 

In re Fellows, dec D’Arcy v 
Corker act (not before July 1) 

Keene v Neighbour act & counter- 
claim 

Lane v Tasker act 

Evan Thomas v Mayor, &c. of 
Neath act 

H Mylam & Co v Wylam act & 
counter-claim 

Townsend v Russell act 

Long v Gore act (not 
June 12) 

Cartland v Houston § act 

Neall v Beadle act 

Josephson v Watkins act 

In re Robert Champion, dec Cham- 
pion v Champion — act 

Hoyermann v nl act 

Mercedes Daimler Motor Uo Id v 
F. I. A. T. Motor Car Co act 
(not before June 15) 

Cooper v Alderley Mining Co Id 


before 











act 
Baay v Tropical Estates Agency 
Id act & counter-claim 
Hutt v Broadfoot act 
Pilkington v Ward act 





Liver District Registry . In 
te Crawford, dec Dunne v Craw- 
ford act 

Sunderland Dist. Registry Grice 
& ors v the Central Foundry Co 
Id & anr act 

Anstee v Weatherill act 

Coath v Bliss act 

In re S A Wilson, dec Burt v 
Wilson act 

Codron v Harbinger act 

Nunn v Rowley act & counter- 
claim 

Grabrowsky v Maikop Pipe & 
Line Transport Co act (restd) 

Ward v Eliot act 

Crusoe v Toomer 
claim 

Barry Ry Co vy Morgan act 

Main Colliery Co v_ Birchgrove 
Colliery act 

Purcell v Millar act 

Shaw v Smith act 

In re Cox, dec Cox v Cox act 

Richardson v Sykes act 

Preddy v Hurst act 

Hughes v Davis act 

In re Burton, dec Burton v 
Burton act 


act & counter- 








Winding-up Notices. 
London -Gazette,—F RIDAY, May 31. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep 1m Caanozeyr. 


GILBERT AND FIELD, Lip. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 22, tosend their namesand addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Leslie Richard sankey, 5, Coleman st, liquidator. 

ROBBER TYRES LTD.—Oreditors are — on or before July 13, to send their names 


and addres es, and the particulars 


of their debts or claims, to James Ridehalgh, 43, 


Cranes bldgs, Church st, Liverpool, liquidat r. 
London Gazette.—TUBSDAY, June 4. 


JOINT STOCK 


COMPANIES. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
CERES, Ltp. (IN |VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or before June 
25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim:, 
to 8. W. Hutton, Portland house, Basinghall st, liquidator. 


E. N. V. Motork SyYNpicaTE, Ltp.—Creditors are 
send their names and addresses, and the 


uired, on or before June 21,-to 
rtic of their debts or claims to 


pa 

Georze Edmund Greening, 18, Norfolk row, Sheffield, liquidator. 
MEvITERRANEAN Hore. Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 


Hobbs Adams, 17, Throgmorton av. 
liquidators. 


NORMAN PORTLAND CEMENT Co, Ltp.—Creditors are 


Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton av, solors to the 


uired, on or before June 25, to 


send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 


Durose, 18, Low pymt, Nottingham, liquidator. 
Nyassa Rupser Co, Lrp.—Petn for winding up, presented Ma 


31, directed to be 


heard June 18 Slaughter & May, 18, Austin-friars, solors for the petnr Notice of 
appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternooa of 


June 17. 


SAXON PORTLAND CEMENT Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before June 25, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Arthur Durose, 18, Low pymt, Nottingham, liquidator. 


SoutH EvROPEAN OIL Fre.ps, Ltp.—C 


reditors are required, on or before June 26, to 


send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to 
Harry Kendall Gothard, 110, Cannon st, liquidator. 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 31, 


W. J. WuuiaMs & Sons, Lip. 

RED DIAMOND PICTURE PaLAcE Co, Ltp. 
YORKSHIRE CARRYING Co, LTD. 
MEDITERRANEAN HOTEL Co, LTD. 
ToLsoN & MILNES, LTD. 

ARRINDELL SYNDICATE, LTD. 

LONDON ADVANCE Boot Co, LTD. 

W. P. SYNDICATE, LTD. 


NortH LANCASHIRE EMPLOYERS’ INSURANCE ASSOCIATION, LTD. 


CHARLES WALKER AND | HOMAS, LTD. 
HEZEKIAH HOWORTH, LTD. 

F. T. Tesnuttr & Co, Lip. 

GEORGE Mason (IPSWICH) LTp. 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, June 4. 


HARRINGAY ENGINEERING Co., LTD, 
HENRY Bray & Co., Lt. 
W. Forp Coatss, Lip. 


ANGLO-NORWEGIAN STEAM FISHING ©o., LTD 


PATENT RAPID BINDER SYNDICATE, LTD. 
WHITSAND Bay Hore. Co, Lp. 
JASPER REDFERN & Co, LTD. 


SUILDING ESTATES AND PROPERTY ASSOCIATION, LTD. 
NIGERIAN TIN TRUST AND. EXPLORATION, LTD. (Reconstruction). 


JAMES & Browne, Lp. 

PRESOOTT PATENT TiOKET PuncH, LTD. 
PETERSBURG SYNDICATE, LTD. 

GOLDEN BULLFINCH MINE, LTp. 
BRAZILIAN INLAND MISSION. 

Gorvon & Co, LTD. , 

HARTLEY CARTER & Co, LID. 

ScHOOL HYGIERE PUBLICATION Co, LTD. 


La COMMERCIALE STEAM NAVIGATION Co, LTD. 






Colch 
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ate Browne v. Black miralty Loraine v. Loraine and Murphy 
1s to Butler’s Will, Re. Ex parte istcopeliten Re Estate of F. T. Gompertz, Deceased. Lupton, Re. Ex parte The Official Re- 
. i of Works and Others Parkér vy. Gompertz ceiver 205 
_ » A Solicitor, Re. Ex parte The Law Great Central Railway Co. v. Balby-with- Mackay (Pauper) v. Rosie 
the " Society x : : 93 Hexthorpe Urban District Council. At- Mackinlay, Deceased, Re. Scrimgeour v. 
Re Earl Cadogan’s Settlements. h- torney-General v. Great Central Railway Mackinlay 14 
Seer mond v. Lambton - lL} Co. Dowager Duchess of Manchester, Deceased, 
Calico Printers’ Association (Lim.) v. Great Central Railway Co. v. Midland Re the Estate of. Duncannon and An- 
9 be , Higham | Railway Co. other v. Duke of Manchester and Other 429 
) é Cardwell, Re. Attorney-General v. Day Greenwood, Re. Greenwood v. Sutcliffe... Mann, Re. Ford v. Ward 272 
ja oF and Others 361 | Griffiths v.’ Griffiths Massey “Drainage Board v. Great Northern 
) 25, Earl Cathcart, 271 | Hall v. Haymon ..............c00000000 ; Railway Co. 275 
ims, Cavendish’s Settlement, Re. Grosvenor v. | Halston, Re. Ewen v. Halston cabs Mapleson v. Sears. Moss’ Empires, Gar- 
. ts Lady Buller and Others =o 344 | Hanau v. Ehrlich Nene nishees 
is to Cavendish’s Settlement, Re. Grosvenor v. | Harcourt’s Trusts, Re. W hite ‘and An- Martineaus (Lim.) v. Royal Mail Steam 


Lady Butler and Others . 3 other v. Harcourt <5 Packet Co. (Lim.) 
Charlesworth, Re. Tew v. Bri 108 | Hargreave v. Haughhead Coal Co. (Lim.) 3 Mentors (Lim.) v. White .............. 
Chesterton v. Gordon .... .. 92] Harrison v. Bull & Bull . . ses. 262) The Meter Cabs (Lim.), 
Christineville Rubber Estates (Lim.), Re 53 Hart, Re. Ex parte The Trustee ive GAG ae Electric Tramways 
Clark v. London County Council 125 | Haygarth, Re. Wickham v. Holmes (Appellants) v. Tottenham Urban 
E. Clemens Horst & Co. (Appellants) v. | Hebert v. Royal Society of Medicine aay trict Council (Respondents) ..... 
Biddell Bros. (Respondents) | Others Monckton v. Gramophone Co. (Lim.) 
James Clifford’s Estates, Re. Mallam and | The Owners of the ss. ‘“‘ Hero”’ v. Com- Moore and Hulme’s Contract, Re 
Another v. McFie and Others 91/ missioners for ee the Office of Morgan v. William Dixon (Lim.) 
Clunies-Ross, Re. Stubbings v. Clunies- Lord High Admiral of the United King- Mosley’s Settled Estates, Re. 
Ross 252 | dom and Officers and Crews of H.M.S. Settled Land Acts 
ey Arthur and Another. Cohen v. on ag onl ’ Et Contra National Provincial pag oe Cnet 
2 arwick v e Corporation:.. < 
ry pt Council v. Gepp. King, —. see. ep aia Wiecalesae tocvare Co. (Lim.), Re 141 
ird Pa 100 | Hoggart’s Settlement, Re on and Others v. Dolphin 1 
Emily Colvile, Deceased, Re. Colvile v. | The Home and Rotten ‘foveciaami and —e ~ 
Martin 33 oa Se Northern Assurance Co. (Lim.) v. 
Colley’s Patents (Lim.) v. | W. J. Hoyles, Deceased, and Re Elizabeth ham United Breweries (Lim.) 
Water Board 51; H. ‘Mesh, | Deceased. Row v. Jagg and | Owen, Re. Slater v. Owen 
Connolly Brothers (Lim.), Re. | Others Palmer, Re. Palmer v. Cassel 
Segpay Pe mmgaan (Lim.) and Others ... 360 | Hume, Deceased, Re. The Public Trustee Panagotis v. = of vor gt ae 
ope v. Sharpe .. | v. Mabey and Others ............... Parrish v. Hackney Borough Counci 
ge Tbe eg on? and 208 7 *Ghappell London County Council and a Peahies’ nates ‘Trusts, Leicester, Re. 
Crouch v. Grouch.........:ccesecsseeseercsesee ont 188 | James v. Rockwood Collie 0. Sa a oc ee 
Cuff v. London and County Land and Jarvis v. en al + hea ml Posy & Os, s: Beate 0 OR erat _ 
Building Co. (Lim.) 273 | Jevons, Deceased, . Re. an 2. 4 The Piccadilly Hotel (Lim.), Re. Paul v. 
M. 8S. Curzon, Deceased, Re. Martin v. Public Trustee 72| The Piccadilly Hotel (Lim.) and Another 
prery, and Others 362 | Joint 7 Trust and Finance Corporation _ | Pickard, Re. Ex parte The Official Re- 1 


A Solicitor, Re. Ex parte The Law | (Lim.), Re ceiver . 
93 Jones, Re. gE Pincus, Re, and Re Hutchinson BO es pcccns 


(Lim. ) 
Dis- 
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274 | Scott v. Scott 
The ‘‘Seacombe,”’ 
27 | Searle, Deceased, Re. 
| Sebright, Re. 
| F. J. Shaw (Deceased 
Pledger 


Pink, Re. Pink v. Pink 
Plas-y-Coed Collieries Co. 
Jones & Co. 
Pocock v. Carter .... 
Thomas Poulter, Deceased, 
Poulter v. Poulter; Edwards v. Poulter 
and Others 
Poultney, Re. 
Printing Machinery Co. 


Vv. 


Poultney v. Poultney 
(Lim.) v. 
type and Machinery (Lim.) 
Pyke, Re. Birnshing! v. Birnshingl 
Nunburnholme, Deceased, Re. Wilson v. 
Nunburnholme 
Pearce, Re. Eastwood v. 
Penarth Pontoon Shi 
pairing Co, (Lim.), 
., A Solicitor, Re 
Radford and Another v. Risdon . 
— Canal and Dock Co. v. 
ounty Council 
Rex. v. Hatherton and Hardy, Justices of 
the County of Stafford. Ex parte Orms- 
kirk Union 
x v. Holden 
Rex v. Howse .... 
Rex v. Justices of Wiltshire 
Rex v. Leach .... 
Rex v. Beatrice Levy ... 
Roberts v. Thorp 
Royal Warrant Holders’ 
Deane & Beal (Lim.) 
Russell v. Amalgamated Society 
penters and Joiners 
Salford Corporation and South Lancashire 
Tramways Co. v. Eccles Corporation . eens 
Salvin, Re. Worsley v. Marshall Tewkesbury Gas Co., 
at Sanderson, Deceased, Re. Sanderson | Company 
Sanderson | The T 
ieee v. ‘Westhing Gas light and Coke | Engineering Co. 
Co. sadteitahdaidineren judennsa 53 The pinastadl 


Lino- Smollens’ Trade Mark, 


v. Kemp- Welch 
Shadrach Speak, 
Speak 
Spottiswood, Dixon & 
Spring v. Fernandez 
Staffordshire and W 
Navigation v. 
Earl o 
Payne v. 


London 
Grey 


Sun Fire Office v. 
Taxes) 


and Another v. 
Symington v. 
pany 
Taylor v. 

ailway 


Co. 


Association 


of Car- 
Taylor v. Yielding 
John Taylor, 


428 | White 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


June 10.—Mesers, WsaTusnAtt & Gaeew, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold and Freehold 
Business Premises (see advertisement, page iii, Ja ne 1). 
June 11, 13, 37, and July 17.—Mesers. Faagseorase, Exits, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: 
hold Pro , Residences, Sporting Estates, Building Land, &c. (see advertise- 
ment, back page May 18). 
June and July.—Messrs. Datvar, Jonas & Co: Estates, &c. (see advertisement, back 
page, April 6, and page v, this week). 
Jane 13.—Mesars. Eowiw Fox, Bovsriern, Borwerrs, & Bappeter, at the Mart, at 
3: Freehold Properties and Ground Rents (see advertisement, page iii, May 25). 
Jane 13 and July 3.—Mesers. Dawret Surra, Som, & Oaxcey, at the Mart, at 2: Free- 
_ , tural Estates, Building Sites, Houses, &c. (see advertisement, page 557, 
une 
June 13 and 20.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the a, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents, 
Proverties, &c. (see advertisement, page iv, this week). 
a t 27, and July 11,—Mesers. C. 0. and T. Moors, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
and Leasehold H. Houses, Lands, &c. (see al vertisement, page vi, this week). 
Jane 13, 18, Jaly 4and 16.—Mesers. Desewmam, Tewsomw & Co., at the Mart, at 
Freehold Properties, Building Betates, Resident al Estates, Freehold and Leasehold 
te &c. (see advertisement, page ii, this week), 
Jane 13, 18, 19, and July 2.—Mesers. Hamrrom & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Residences, 
Mansions. &c. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 
June 14.—Meeers. Hewny Casrman & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Building (see advertise- 
ment, page iv, this week). 
June 19, %6,ad July 10.—Mesers. ~~ Fox, Bovsriztp, Buanerts, & —— 
bode the » Mart, st + Freehold Properties, &c. (eee advertisement, page iii this week, and 
une 1), 
7. 22.—Merstrs. Lawaeence & Sox, in conjunction with Messrs. Trzottorz, at 
Marlow, Freehold Residence (see advertieement, page iv, this week). 
Jaly_ 5.—Mesers. Rusuwoatn & Brown, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Premises and 
Ground Rents (see adveriisement, page iti, this week). 
July 0.—Mesers. Dawret Surrn, Son, & Oaxcer, at Ashford, at 3: Freehold Agricul- 
tural Holdings, &o, (see advertisement, page 557, Jane |). 
July 8.—Mesars. Mabe Ynys & Garey, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Property and 
Freehold Building Land (see ad t, page iii, this week) 
July 10.—Mesers. Trottors, = the Mart, at 2 : Residences, Mansions, &c, (see adver- 
tisement, page iv, this week.) 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions, Lire Potrcres, &c, 


Mesers, H. BE. Foerznr & Onamrretp held their usual Fortnightly Periodical Ay 
of these interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, w 
following Lots were told : — 

ABSULUTE REVERSION to £3,125 
R&VER=ION vo One-fourth of £1, 423, also POLICY fr £360 
POLICIES of ASSURANCE for £7 000 ee o 
POLICL&S of ASSURANCE for ‘£700 

REVGRSION to two Freeold Cotiages .. exe 
26 SHARES of 21 in the Temperance Catering , Led. am 
260 SHA ES of £1 in the River Plate } mae am keg Syndicate 
300 SHARES of £1 in Rio Tambo, Lad. ... 
6 £1 SHAKES in Famatina Development Corporation... 


one ” 


The “ Devonshire ’ Oe hae 
Sebright v. Brownlow 
Smith, v. Macnally and Others 

Smith v. Newman and Others 


Solomon v. George Attenborough & Son ... { 
Ann Sparkes, Re, Deceased. 


Deceased, Re; Speak v. 


Bradley 
Stamford — Warrington, ‘ 


Stewart Precision Carburettor Co., 
Clark (Surveyor of 


Re Richard Surfleet’s Estate. Rawlings 

Smith and Another 

Caledonian Railway Com- 

London and North-Western 
323 | 

In the matter of Taylor’s Patent 

— Plinston Brothers & Co. v. Plins- 


Deceased, Re. 3 


ames Ironworks, Shi 
(Lim.), 


Thornhill v. Steele-Morris. In the Matter 
of an Application for the Committal for 
Contempt of Court of Edmund Francis 
Hinde, of West Park, Chesterfield, in 
the County of Derb 

James M. Tinline, 

v. Tinline 

In the Goods of Toscani, Deceased 

H. W. Trinder (Deceased), Re. Sheppard 
v.. Prance 


“The Umsinga”’ 


| Vacher & Sons (Lim.) v. London Society of 
273 | Compositors and Others 442 
. 272 | Van der Leeuw’s Trade Mark 
110 | Victor v. Victor 

| Ving (on behalf of the Shareholders of the 
Defendant Company other than the De- 
fendant Directors) v. Robertson & Wood- 
cock (Lim.} and Others 
413 | Virginia Carolina Chemical Co. v. Norfolk 

| and North American Steamshipping Co. 
378 | (Lim.) 

| Von Taysen v. Baer, Ellissen & Co. ......... 224 


| Warner v. Couchman 
87 | Warwick, Deceased, Re. Warwick v. 
IID cccdecesstevaticnnttnnuastiapsibubiiainceneansiin 253 
W. C. P. Watney, Deceased, Re. Watney 
415| _v. Gold 109 
| Webbe v. Crosse and Others 
33 | Webster, Re. Pearson v. Webster 
253 | | Wentworth Loan Co. v. Leftkowitch and 
thers 
175 | Mary White, Deceased, Re. 
Jones 
71 | Will v. 
building, and | (Lim.) 
Farrer v. | James Williams, Deceased, Re. 
v. Williams and Others 


Brooke v. Searle... 


), Re. Williams v. 


Re 
emp-Welch 





Hunting (Lim.) . 


orcestershire Canal 


Re ... 


Re. 
United Lankat Plantations Jo. 


Williams 


Re. 





Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tuxapar, June 4 
Bostock, Joszrn, Derby, Solicitor June 27 Smith v Bostock, Swinfen Eady, J, 
Barber, Nottingham 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Dar or Cram. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 24. 
ADDICOTT, WILLIAM, Banwell, Somerset, Straw Merchant July 1 Ford, Weston super 


Mare 

ALWIN, ARTHUR ERNEsT, Ashmead rd, Deptford, Jeweller June25 Avery & Wolverson 
New Cross rd 

AMERY, ALICE ELIZABETH, Florence rd, Stroud Green June 29 Cave & Co, Hatton 


gin 
BAMFORD, GErorGE, Romford rd, Stratford Jul Rollit & Sons, Mincing In 
BOTTOMLEY, CHARLES WILLIAM, Stubbins, nr AR Lancs, Careiaker June 21 
Butcher & Barlow, Bury 
Brows, BENJAMIN, Croxted rd, West Dulwich . June 30 Simpson & Co, Gracechurch st 
CALYERLEY, JOHN, "Golcar, nr Huddersfield June 21 Sykes, Huddersfield 
eae” Yaa TYRELL, WILLIAM, Stafford June & Broughton & Co, Great Marlborough 


CHAMPION, LETITIA, West Brompton, Miidix June 6 Mason & Co, High Holborn 
Corrs, The Hon. OTWAY FREDERICK SEYMOUR, Kilkenny, Ireland July 1 Foss & Co, 


Fenchurch st 

——, GEORGE, Wappenbury Hall, Warwick July 8 Hughes & Masser 
ventry 

Davis, Etiza, Ashmore rd, Paddington June 20 Lewis, High st, Islington 

DIOKONS, JAMES NORTON, Bradford, Solicitor July 7 Diekons & Aked, Halifax 

DOLDING, THOMAS, Southborou ough, Kent June 23 Gower, Tunbri Wells 

FAULKNER WILLIAM, Wem, Salop, Farmer June 27 Lucas & Co, Wem, Salop 

FINNEY, ANN, Altriocham ‘June 27 Greaves, Manchester 

Forp, HELEN’ JANE, Gordon ri, Ealing June 30 Loughborough & Co, Austin friars 

— RALPH ABERCROMBY, ‘Chelsea June 24 Freeman & Cooke, Abingdon st, Weat- 


minster 
Onussrts, Lieut.-Col. FRANKLIN, Camberley June 20 Coward & Co, Mincing In 
HANSSEN, HANS PETER, Old Broad st June 28 Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 
HELBY, ANNIE ROLLS, Wing, Bucks June 29 Wilkins & Son, Aylesbury 
HERBERT, ABRAHAM, Eskdale, Cunherland June 22 _ m, Egremont, Cumberland 
HILLIARD, JamEs, Bolton, Carver June 2) Balshaws, Bolton 
Honsoy, HE RY PARKES, Sheffield July 1 Howe & ¢ Co, Sheffield 
James, FRANCES MATILDA ACLAND, Malton, Yorks, July 6 Ridge, Malton 
JamEs, LOUISA URSULA, Winchester — = Bailey & — inchester 
——— * WiLLIAM, Pontefract, Yorks, uctioneer Jaly 21 Moxon & Barker, Ponte- 
ract 
LAUTERJUNG, ROBERT, Chicago, 'Ilinois, USA June 24 Hewitt & Co, Leadenhall st 
LEDGARD, JOHN, Manningham, Bradford, yy ne ya Hammond, Bradford 
LLoyD, WILLIAM, Cardiff, Surveyor June 23 Hor'ey, Card 
MACBEAM, “ANSLE CAROLINE ANN, Queen's Gate pl a 28 Stephenson & Co 
m i st 
MACB*AN, WILLIAM, Fawley, nr Sonthamnton June 28 Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 
et ARCHIBALD, Aldersgate st, Wheelwright June 24 Cordwell, King’sBench 
wa 
MANASTERIOTT, CARLO, North Shields, Ship Broker June 30 Duncan, North 
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MARSON, GEORGE ROBERT, Coventry, E pow June 22 Franklin, Coventry 

Mgacer, GzorGe, Bickerton rd, Upper Hollowa 4 1 Jennings, Kentish Town rd 
Morton, Epwix, Swinton, Lanc}, ears er 20 Ogden & Co, Manchester 
MOULE, CHARLOTTE ELIZABETH, Stoke, Vannes Ae. 24 Rundle & McDonald 


Devonport 
NIxoN, JAN&, Gosforth June 28 Humble & Meikle, Newcastle upon T ~<A 
Nixon, Mary, Gosforth June23 Humble & Meikle, Newcastle upon 
O'REILLY, KATHLEEN, Coldherae ct, South Kensington June 24 Gill "e Co, Earl's 


PERKINS, Lucy, Grosmont rd, Plumsteai June 10 Whale & Wates, Cannon st 
1 WILLIAM GEORGE, "Farringdon rd, Cork Merchant July1 James & Jamés, 


pi 

ae. WILLIAM, Norwich June2: Francis & Back, Norwich 

Powys, ANN PHYLLIS, Lindfield, Sussex June 24 Stone & Co, Bath 

REDFERN, Emma, Harborae, Birmingham June 20 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 

RENEav, ROBERT Peagce, Woorron, Spencer Park, Wandsworth Common July 8 
Tyler Clements inno 

RogaN, JOHN, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Innk Jane 26 Atter, Whitehaven 

ROYLE, HELEN Baluey. Boston, Lincoln’ July 6 Jebb & Tunnard, Boston 

SALMON, — Hulme, Manchester, Pattern Card Maker, July 6 Wragg, Man- 
ches' 





SaMPSON, Sanese GEORGE, sone: _ White & Harcourt, > er hill 
yrt, MARGARETT, azs June 30 Simpson & Co, Gracechurch st 
June 29 Morgan & Co, Old 


SHEARDOWN, FANNY, Doncaster June 13 Shackles & Co, Kingston upon Hull 

SHuTsE, LOUIS Francis, Colchester June30 Benham & Wilson, Colchester 

SMITH, THOMAS, Kingston upon Hull, Joiner June 25 Witty, "Hall 

SMITHSON, SAM, Hecsmondwike, Yorks June 20 Iveson & Macaulay, Heckmondwike 
STUART, CHARLES EDWARD, Gosforth June 2i Claremont & Co, Vernon House, Blooms- 


bury 5q 

Tompson, JOHN, Sheffield July 1 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 

TOLLFREE, SUSANNA, High st, Bow June 29 Forbes & Son, Mark In 

TREHEARNE, FANNY Louisa, Tunbridge Wells July 1 Trehearne, Lincoln's {nn fields 

TUNMER, SARAH, Ipswich June 23 Birkett & Co, [pswicn 

Twiee, MARY AMBLIA, Askern, Yorks June 30 Allen, Doncaster 

UNDERHILL, Marky ANN, Caird st, Queen's Park, Middix June 24 
Vernon House Bloomsbury 

VULLIAMY, JUSTIN, Cobham, Saree June 30 Howse & Eve, Salters’ Hall ct 

WAKEFIELD, LLEWELLYN, Chariton Kings, Gloucester June 21 Stesl & Millard, 
Cheltenham 

WARD, Rev EDWARD DITOHER, Ilfracombe June 24 ae & Co, West Kirby 

WIson, JoHN, Croydon June 13 Bart: on, Norfolk 

WISE, Ly Dee Kiogston upon Hull, Coal “Merchant Jane 21 Martinson & 
Stow, Hu 

WRIGHT, JANE. Hartlepool June10 Bell, West Hartlepool 

YATES, Groner, Ash hill, Lee July 15 Price & Sons, Worcester House, Walbrook 

Youn@ ALFRED aaah Sydney, New South Wales June 21 Snow & Co, Great St 
Thomas Apostie 

Youna, HENRY, Kenley, Surrey June 24 Linklater & Co, Bond ct, Walbrook 

Yvune, JOHN, Down at, Piccadilly June 24 Linklater & Co, Bond ct, Walbrook 


Tr, Ld GILBERT, Victoria st Westminster 
Broad st 


Claremont & Co, 





London Gazette.—TU ESDAY, May 28. 
sno, & ELIZABETH AUGUSTA, Kingstonon Thames Junel4 For & Manning, Notting 


Atmunr, A tone , Oatlane, nr Huddersfield, Brewer June 30 Armitage & Co, Hudders+ 


BAYFIELD, LOUISA MARION, High st, Notting Hill gt June 20 Mayhew & Darling, 
Abchurch In 

BELL, Henry WILLIAM, Rupert st June 29 Broxholm & Williams, Oakley House, 
Bloomsbury st 

BENBOW, MARY ANN, Barleston, Staffs July 22 Huntbach, Hanley 

BLAND, JOSEPH HENRY PgeEL, Weightou rd, Anerley July 6 Oppenheimer & Co 
Copthall av 

BLIGHT, JOHN, Cardiff, Builder June17 Edwards, Cardiff 

BLUNDELL, {HOMAS GEORGE, Wardour st June 25 Bird & Bird, Gray's Inn sq 

BRUNT, HARRIET, Hanley July 22 Huatbach, Haniey 

Burton, Mary HanNnaAg, Chell, Staffs, Schoolmistress July 22 Huntbach, Hanley 

COOKE, ZentaH, Varteg, nr Pentypool, Mon July 30 w heery BL n, Pontypool 

DAVIES, WILLIAM, Leamington, Labourer June 29 Passman, inzton Spa 

ELAND, I8A40, Spen: aymoor, Durham, Fan Engineman June 28 Proud & Xo, Bishop 

ucklan 

ELLIOTT, FREDERICK vane, Beckenham, Kent June 30 Morley & Co, Gresham 
house, Oid Broad s 

EuToN, MARY ANN ween, Uxbridge, Mfddlésex June 28 Harvey & Green, Uxbridge 

Fars, Ema, Gisburn, Yorks Augl Charlesworth & Co, Settle, Yorks 

FRAZER, ELIZABETH KINGSBURY, Bitterne Park, Southampton July 1 Stephens & 
Locke, Southampton 

GOLDMAN, MARKS, South Shields July 3 Davis, Birmingham 

HADFIELD, Mary, Dukinfield, Chester July 1 Richards, = nr Manchester 

HELME, ANNA MARIA, West Dorking, Surrey June 24 Trower & ~ New aq 

HIBBERT, FRANCIS ARTHUR, Penarth June 30 Vachell & Co, Cardi: 

Hiscock, MARK, dotherfield, Sussex July 1 Robb & Berry, Tunbridge Wells 

JURD, Mary ANK, Southampten July 4 Newman, Southampton 

LEAK, GgoRGE HARRISON, Morton upon Swale, Yorks,Gardener June25 ED & BW 
Swarbreck, Bedale, Yorks 

LEDWARD, ARCHIBALD PRENTIOC“, Langland gdns, Hamps ead June 29 Cox & Lafone 
Tower Ruyal, Cannon st 

MADDOCK, SOPHIA Dgacon, Clifton, Glos July 6 James & James, xy pt 

MANN, JOHN DIXON, Manchester, Physician July 10 Robinson & Co, Manchester 

Mor@An, THOMAS WATKIN WAYNE, Penarth June 80 Vachell & Co, Cardiff 

PARTINGTON, HENRY, Princes av, Muswell hill Ju'y1 Jennings, Kentish Town rd 

PHILLIPS, JESSIE, Rowbarton, Taunton Fa 4 24 Booker, Well n 

PLEws, JANE, Leeds Jane 22 vas gt 

SooTt, MARTHA Mary, South Shiel May's 31 Hannay & Hannay, South Shields 

STOBBS, JOANNA, Gosforth June2l Dickinson & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 

STORY, WILLIAM THoMas, Dewsbury, Jeweller Augil Hirst, Dews ary 

TRAFFORD- Rawson, Lieut-Col Hanky, Bury St Edmuads July 9 Bird & Bird, Gray's 
inn sq 

WADE, Ep@ar, Derby, Seedaman July8 J & W HSale & Son, Derby 

WHITEHEAD, SAM, Marsden, nr Huddersfi:ld June 4 Sykes, Huddersfield 

WILLIS, ERNEST, Caversham, Oxford, Butcher Junel Hart, Reading 








aidstone Pet Ma’ 


Bankru ptcy Notices. Luorp, Eaic Watts, 


London Gazette.—Farvay, May 31. eB = oe 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 7 , 


Pet May 14 Ord Ma: 
*ifenaad Vie amr Wittuam, Stowting, MoDowap, Wittiam, Al 
Canterbury Pet May 24 


Deane” ‘7 p= Wigan, Glass Dealer Wigan 
Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Boraowpa.z, Rossat, Penrith, Butcher Carlisle Pet 
May 15 Ord May 29 
Bavuntos, James Epwarp, Peckham Rye, Surrey, Printer 
High Court Pet May7 Ord May 20 
wall, Hairdresser 


Buaton, Cuaries Paincep, re 
Truro Pet May 28 Ord May 

Canter, Exenezer "Tom, Frome, "somereet, Cabinet Maker 
Frome Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Curtos, Roserst Ane, South wer ~ Norfolk Bank 
Clerk King’s Lynn Pet May 25 May 25 

Cottines, Witttam Henay, Totoes, Devon, Fishmonge r 


Plymouth Pet May 29 Ord May 
Coes Seen Mincing In High Court Pet May9 Ord 


y 

Davison, E.izaseru, , Yorks Scarborough Pet 
May 25 Ord May 25 

Davisox, Joszra, Whitley Bay, Northumberland oem 
Newcastle u Pet Mar 25 Ord Ma 

ps Meza, Joszrn, — Finsbury Park Court 
Pet Feb9 Ord Ma 


Kent, 
Ord 

18 Ord May 29 
h Court Pet May 14 


May 13 Ord May 28 


et May 1 Ord May 24 


June 10 at 12 





Fatasury, Joux, Maidstone, Mineral Water Manufacturer | 
28° Ord Ma 
rixton rd 


oie Norfolk, Builder Norwich | 


Director High Court Pet May 25 Ord May 
Maxsox, ~-* Finsbury pymt High Court "bar May 


Rausay James Donsan, Kendal, Blouse Manufacturer 


Sxores, Srvex Anpeasex, Clem2nt’s lo, ae Merchant | 
High Court Pet May 29 Ord May 
Suirn, Eaxest Sypsey, Retford, eaer Lincoln Pet 


Spink, Faxpesicx, Kenway rd, aaeegam, Butcher High 
Co Pet May 29 Ori May 

Warrrs, Fone. Colchester, "Clothier s Foreman 
c Pet May 28 Ord Ma 

Wigeemen, Lu«s, Altrincham, 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bowex, Davip Dawtet, Criccieth, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Crypt chmb 
— a Eowaap, Peckham Rye, aes Printer | 
Oatl2 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

Suerte,’ aa Patnoasr, Pox 
June llati2 Off Bee, 12, 


Casnmoas, Tomas, Warwick, Builder June 12 at 11.15 
Off Rec, 8, High at, Coventry 

CLaRrKsoy, Tasens, Heaton Moor, Lancs, Yarn Agent’s 
Manager June 12 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Vernon st 
Stock port 

ne ee Miocing In June 10 at 11.30 Bankruptcy 

Park, Masical | bi Carey st 
Ch, Regeat'o Fork, Mosteal | na viste Journ, Whittey Bay, Nevthambestnns Chemist 
June ll atill Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upom 


Tyne 
pe Meza, Joszrn, Queen's rd, Finsbury Park June 10 
at ll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

| Doors, Ross, Bishop's rd. Bayswater June 10 at 1 

ankru bidgs, Carey st 

| Farasvax, ou, Mai Maidstone, Mineral Water Manufacturer 
June 10 at 11 9, King st, Maidstone 

Gairritas, F R, Cecil ct, ey A Cross rd, June 12 at 
| 1L Bankruptcy bidgs, 
| Jonzs, WILLIAMS a Care “House, Carey In, June 
llati Bankraptcy b! st 

Kevvam, Jossrn Henry, Cariton Hill, Nottingham, Carter 
June dl at 11 Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 


ham 
Kenyox, Hexry, Manchester, Newspaper Vendor 
10at3 Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Luioyp, Eaic Waren, Brixton rd June 11 at ll 
| ruptcy bldgs, Carey at 
Lomax, Joszrs, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Cotton Manufac- 
turer June 8 at 11 Off Ree, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
McDowatp, Wituram, Albert st, Regent’s Park, Musical 
Director June 1i at 12 FR bidga, Carey st 


High Court Pet May 


Ord May 29 


Sol- 


| Manchester | 


June 
Bank- 
rs, Chester 
rey st 


, Cornwall, Hairdresser | | 
wens st, Truro | 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


ick&, 


BLOORGATHEH =m, LomDorm, 


.o. 


ESTABLISHED In 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICDNSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Ciauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent on 


spplication. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR 


PROSPECTUS. 





June 8, 191 2. 
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Maatix, Haway Beowanp, Lindsey House, Shaftesbury av, 
Solicitor'’s Clerk June llat 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Matragws, Wittiam Jamues, Nottingham, Lace Manu 
facturer June llat 11.3) uff Rec, 4, Uastie pl, Park | 
st, Nottingbam } 

Metsoy, Eowaap, Finsbary pymt June 12 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st | 

Ramsay, James Downan, Ol4 st, Blouse Manufacturer | 
Jane 19at 12 Baokruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Sxorey, Syven Axpensex, Clement's ln, Timber Merchant 
Jupe 12at11 Bankruptcy bidg-, Carey st 

Statens, Eowts Hewny, Thornsett, New Mills, Derbyshire, 
Publican June 12 at 12 Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, 
Stock port 

Srivx, Faepenicx, Kenway rd, Kensington, Butcher 
June 12 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Srautt, Eooaa Heway, Lansdowne rd, South Woodford 
Jobmaster's Manager June 12 at 3 Off Rec, M4, 
Bedford row 

Sronss, Evoar, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer June 
Sat ll Off Rec, The Parade Northampton 

Tutexett, Howaap, Trump st June 19 @ I Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Tuasipes, Wituiam Eoxuvunn, Leigh on Sea, Essex, Builder 
June 12 at 12 Off Reo, 14, Bedford row 

Watswatour, Josera Witttam, Wittington Moor, Derby, 
Labourer, June 12 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pi, Park 
st, Nottingham 

Warp, Hannay Jostan (deceased), Nowington Green rd, 
Canonbury, Draper June l2 atl Bankraptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Waawen, Aceeat Eawesr, Finedon, Northampton, Grocer 
June 12 at3 The Hind Hotel, Wellingborough 

Wesermons, Haney Envoaa Jeaeuiau, Newport, I of W, 
Carrier June 8 at 12 Off Rec, 98, High st, Newport, 


lot W 
Wootrastos, Grornoe, Rockmead rd, South Hackney, 

Builder June 12 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidga, Carey st 
Wrywe, Taowas, Knighton, Radnor, builder June | 


}latil1.45 4, Corn sq, Leominster 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avexanper, Farpearcx Wiiwtam, Stowting, Kent, Licensed 
Victualler Canterbury Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Busxe, Geonos, Pemberton, Wigan, Glass Dealer Wigan | 
Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Burtow, Cuaaces Patncer, penrya, Cornwall, Hairdresser 
Truro Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Canren, Esexezen Tou, Frome, Somerset, Cabinet Maker 
Frome Pet May 25 Ord May 26 

Casumone, Taomas, Warwick, Builder Warwick Pet May | 
2 ~~ May 2 

Currroy, Rosear Aupaoss, South Wootton, Norfolk, Bank 
Clerk King’s Lynn Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Coates, Jouw Hatt, South Shields, Grocer Tsowenstio 
upon Tyne Pet April 24 Ord May 23 

Co.tises, Witttam Haney, Totnes, Sicknenger Plymouth 
Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Davisow, Rone pera, Malton, Yorks Scarborough Pet 
May 25 Ord May 25 

Davisow, Joszra, Whitley Bay, eee, Sa 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet May25 Ord May 30 

Farasvax, Jonx, Maidstone, Minera Water Manufacturer 
Maidstone Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Goopv, Gzores, Wylde Green, Warwick, Builder 
ham Pet May 2 Ord May 24 

Jouss,. Waster Jouw, Kingswood, ar Bristol, 
Bristol Pet May 11 May 25 

Lomax, Joszrn, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Cotton Manufacturer 
Bradford Pet May9 Ord May 25 

Lovatr, Grores, Sprowston, Norfolk, Builder 
Pet May 14 Ord May 2 

MoDowarp, Wirt, Albert st, Regent's Park, Musical 
Director High Court Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Mawnvuat, Atras> Avuwer, Parkstone, Poole, Cabinet Maker 
Poole Pet May 16 Urd May 25 

Maariv, Henay Beavann, Lindsey hous>, Shaftesbar 
Solicitor’s Clerk High Court Pet Jan24 Ord 

Reeves, James, Reading, Cabinet Maker Reading 
April 11 Ord May 25 

Reveus, Paeran tmumuM, Kemberton, nr Shifnal, 
ag’ pn Victualler Shrewsbury Pet May 10 
Ord May 25 

Sxorer, Svven Awpeasen, Clement's AL Timber Merchant 


Birming- 


Farmer 


Norwich 


ay, 
ay 25 
Pet 


| Warers, Fasoxaiox, Coichester, Clothier’s Foreman Col- 


| BROADBENT, WALTER, Leeds, Boot Repsirer Leeds Pet 


| WODEHOUSE, FRANCIS OAKELEY, Queen's Club ter, Ken- 





High Court Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Surra, Jesere, typ, Flint, Wine " aporter Bangor 
Pet May1 Ord May 29 


Tvavee, Wittram, 7 Grocer Nottingham Pet 
April 23 Ord May 2 


chester Pet May 28 Ord May 28 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 13. 
Sowrmsxt,"Jonays Lavwtavs, Great Portland st, Furrier 

High Court Pet Jan15 Ord Febs 


Lendon Gazette.—TUEspAY, June 4 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ANSELL, ALFRED, Cottenham, Cambs, Miller Cambridge 
Pet May 31 Ord May 31 
BAKER, FREDERICK THOMAS, Glasshouse st, Gunmaker 
High Court Pet June 1 Ord Jane 1 


May 30 Ord May 30 

CLiInog, WILLIAM, Halliford st, Canonbury, Builder High 
Court Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

DAY, GODFREY FREDERICK, High st, Southall, Baker 
Windsor Pet May 11 Ord June 1 

Der, Lovuts OSWALD, Kingston upon Hull, Ramen 
Kingston upon Hall Pet June 1 Ord Ju 

EVANS, WILLIAM THOMAS, Southamptoa, Baker ‘south. 
ampton Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

EVEN€TT, ALFRED JOHN, Saffron Walden, Essex, General 
Storekeeper Cambridge Pet May 30 “Ord May 30 

Fornes-Leira, a, Nottingham Nottingham Pet 
May 31 Ord May 3 

GREEN, CHARLES and Pamunes K GREEN, Southampton, 
Nurserymen Southampton Pet April26 Ord May 3) 

Jones, THOMAS, Neath, Coal Merchant Neath Pet May 
30 Ord May 30 

KNigutTs, WILLIAM, Caston, Norfolk, Carpenter Norwich 
Pet June 1 Ord June 1 

LONEY, FRANK, Bristol, Commercial Traveller Bristol 
Pet May 17 Ord May 31 

MAY, CHARLES, Great Yarmouth, Fish Curer Great Yar- 
mouth Pet Junel Ord Junel 

MELHUISH, ROBERT, Great Grimsby, Fish Packer Great 
Grimsby Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

MORGAN, TALIBSIN, Penygraig, Glam, Fruiterer Ponty- 
pridd Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

PARSONS, Percy ERNEST GEORGE, Hastings, 
Hastings Pet June 1 Ord Junel 

RIESS, ALFRED, Aldersgate st, Merchant 
May 30 Ord May 30 

TAYLOR, ALFRED Epwakp, Lewisham, Buyer in Bakery 
Stores Greenwich Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

TRYTHALL, WILLIAM JoH*, Newquay, Cornwall, Coal 
Merchant Truro Pet May18 Ord Junel 

WANSBROUOH, JOHN EDWARD, Alresford, Hants, 
Agent Winchester Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

WHITE, MAURICE RICHARD LYNDON, Merstham, Surrey, 
Publisher High Court Pet May 31 Ord May 31 


Fruiterer 


High Court Pet 


Cycle 


singtou High Court Pet May 8 Ord May 30 


3 Amended Notice substitated |for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 23. 
LOMAX, JosEPH, Barnoldswick, Yorks. Cotton Manu- 
facturer Bradford Pet May 9 Ord May 24 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

ALEXANDER, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Stowting, Kent, 
Licensed Victualler June 12 at 10.30 Off Rec, 68a, 
Castle st, Canterbury 

BAKER, FREDERICK THOMAS, G'asshouse st, Gunmaker 
June 13atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BoRROWDALR, ROBERT, Venrith, Butcher June 17 at 11 
34, Pieher st, Carlisle 

Bowk, GEORGE AkTHUR, Darlington, Painter June 18 at 
11.30 Off Ree, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles 
brough 

Bao Deent?, WALTER. Headingley, Leeds, Boot Repairer 
June l2at3 Of Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

CARTER, EBENEZER TOM, Frome, Somerset Cabinet Maker 
June 12 at 11.45 On Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

CLIFTON, ROBERT AMBROSE, South Wootton, Norfolk, 
— Clerk June 15 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Nor- 
wic 

CLincH, WILLIAM, Halliford st, yn Builder June 
13at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

COLLINGS, WILLIAM HENRY, Totnes, Fishmonger June 14 
at 3.30 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

COPELAND, JOSEPH BENJAMIN, Great pa hill, nr High 
Wycombe, Builder June 12 at 12 , Bt Aldate, 
Ox ord ‘ 





203rd Year of the Office. The 


Oldest Insurance Office in the surance Office in the World 
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Copad from Peley dated 7M 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, 

including ACCIDENTS TO 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
SICKNESS and DISEASE 
BURGLARY, 
| PLATE GLASS. 





W.c, 





CROMAR, ALEXANDER BRUCE, and GEORGE Devas 
CroMAR, Pembroke, June 18 at 12.30 of 
Reo, 4, Queen st, Carm: en 

WILLIAM THOMAS, Southampton, Baker June 18 
Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, South- 
ampton 

FORSYTHE, THOMAS, Ha!twhistle, Northamberland, Cycle 

neer June 15 at 12.30 84, Fisher st, Carlisle 

GREEN, CHARLES, and FREDERICK GREEN, Sholing, nor 
Southampton, Nurseryman June 13 at ll Off Ree 
Midland Bank chmors, High st, Southampton : 

i. JAMES FENTON, Kirby Hill, nr Boroughbridge, 

orks, Draper's Traveller Jone 13 at.12 Off Ree, 
Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

JonEs, WALTER JOHN, Kinzswood, nr Bristol, Farmet 
June 12at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

KINCHEN, THOMAS, Brize Norton, Oxford, Coal Dealer 
June l4at 12 1, St. Aldate’s, Oxford 

wera * = Sprowston, Norfolk, Builder June 12 at 
4 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

sennest, TALISSIN, Penygraig, Glam, Fraiterer June 13 
at 11.15 Off Ree, 8t Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 

PHILLIPS, GeorGE Ernest, Sheffield, Accountant June 
12at12 Off Rec, Figtree lo, Sheffield 

PoyNTER, CLAUDS KIBBLE, Eaton Rise, Ealing June 13 
1z Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

PROSSER, RICHARD ALBERT SHIPMAN, Aston, Birmingham, 
Surgeon June 13 at 11.3) Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Cor- 
poration st, Birmingham 

PoeH, JOHN KOBERT, Bryncrug Towyn, Merionethshire 
Licensed Victualler June 14 at 2 4, Baker st 
Aberystwyth 

Riess, ALFRED, Alderagate st, Merchant June 13 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

SMITH, ERNEST SYDNEY, East Retford, Farmer June 14 at 
12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

SMITH, THOMAS, jun, Prestatyn, Flint, Wine Merchants 
Manager June 13 at t2 Crypt chmbra, Chester 

WaANSBROUGH, JoHN EDWARD, Alresford, Hants, Cycle 
Agent Jane ltatil Of Rec, Midland Bank chubrs, 
High st, Southampton 

WATERS, gFREDEKICK, Co'chester, Clothiers’ Foreman 
June 1l2at 2.30 Off Rec, 36, Princess st, Ipswich 

WEBB, ALFRED, Caversham, Reading, Comm -rcial Trave!ler 
June 13at 3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

WHITE, MAURICE KiCdARD LYNDON, Merstham, Surrey, 
Publisher June 13at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WILLIAMs, EDMUND, New Tredegar, Mon, Boot Maker 
June 12 atil Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport. 


Fordington, Dorchester, Blacksmith 


Mon 
WInzar, THOMAS, 
City chmbrs, Catherine st, 


June 1: at 12°45 Off Rec, 
Salie bury 

WoDEHOUSE, FRANCIS OAKELEY, Quee.’s club ter, Ken- 
sington JuuelSatl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

ANSELL, ALFRED, Cottenham, Cambs, Miller Cambridge 
Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

BROADBENT, WALTER, Leeds, Boot Repairer 
May 30 Ord May 30 

BROMHBEAD, ARTHUR FREDERICK, Oswestry, Auctioneer 
Wrexham Pet May 3 Ord May 30 

Dee, Louris OSWALD, Kingston upon Hull, Drysalter 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June t Ord June 1 

DE M¢ZA, JOSEPH, Queen's rd, Finsbury Park High Court 
Pet Feb 9 Ord May 3 

DuBois, Rosk, Hag 8 rd, Bayswater, Ladies’ Belt Mana- 
fac.urer High Court Pet May 3 Ord May 30 

EVANS, WILLIAM THOMAS, Southampton, Baker South- 
ampton Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

EYENETT, ALFRZD JOHN, Saffron Walden, Esvex, General 
Storekeeper Cambridge Pet May 30 Ord May 31 

FEsTETics, Count ANDOR MARCUS, Piccadilly High Court 
Pet April24 Ord May 31 

FORBES-LEITH, FRANK, Nottingham Nottingham Pet 
May 31 Ord May 31 

GREEN, CHARLES, and FREDBRICK GREEN, Sholing, nr 
Southam tion, Nurserymen Southampton Pet April 
26 Ord June 1 

HILL, WALTER CHARLES, New River cres, Palmers Green, 
Jeweller High Court Pet Apiil24 Ord May 31 

Jongs, tHoMaS, Neath, Coal —— Neath ond Aber- 
avon Pet May 30 Ord May 

KINCHEN, THOMAS, Brizenorton, "Oxford, Coal Dealer Ox- 
ford Pet May 10 Ord May 2 

KNIGHTs, WILLIAM, Caston, Norfolk, Carpenter Norwich 
Pet Junel Ord June l 

MAY, CHARLES, Great Yarmouth, Fish Curer 
mouth PetJuael Ord June 1 

MELHUISH, RopERT, Great Grimsby, Fish Packer Great 
Grimsby Pet May 31 May 31 

MorGaw, LALIESIN, Peny-graig, Giam, Fruiterer 
pridd Pet May 30 y 30 : 

Owen, Lewis JaMgs, Curzon st, Mayfair High Court 
Pst Mar2l Ord May 30 

PARSONS, PeRCcY ERN&ST GEORGE, pane Fruiterer 
Hasti Pet June 1 Ord Juuvel 

Ramsay, James DunBAR, Kendal, 
Manufacturer High Court Pet "May ls 

RIgss, ALFRED, Ona tee 30 st, Merchaaot 
Pet May 30 Ord M 

Smita, ERNEST sypyrr, Tat Retford, Farmer 
Pet May 13 Ord May 3 

TAYLOR, ALF&aED Epwarp, aigiere rd, Lewisham, Buyer in 
Bakery Stores Greenwich Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

THIRKELL, HOWARD, Trump st High Court ret May 15 
Ord May 30 

WHITEHEAD, ERNEST MORTIMER, Carlton House, Regen’ 
st High Court Pet Maril4 Ord May 30 

WANsBaouGH, JOHN EDWARD, Alresford, Bante, Cycle 
Agent Winchester Pet “May 81 Ord May 31 


Amended Notice vy for os published 
in the Lon Gazette of May 17. 

ABENHEIM, RICHARD, FREDERIC BERTHOLD ABENHEIM, and 
EDWARD SCHWEITZER ABENHEIM, H un House, 
Lioyd’s av, Im and Export Merchants High Court 
Pet Mar 16 d May 14 


Leeds Pet 


Great Yar- 


Ponty- 


Wholesale Blouse 
Ord May 30 
High Court 


Lincola 








